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~ The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation's
evaluation of the JOBSTART program is being funded by a
consortium of foundations, as well as by the U,S.
Department of Labor and fhe National Commission for
Employment Policy.  The consortium includes the
Rockefeller, Ford, Williasi and Flora Hewlett, and
Charles Stewart Mott Foundations. In addition, the
American Telephone and Telegraph, Atlantic Riechfield,
Aetna Life and Casualty, and Stuart Foundations, as
well as the Chase Manhattan Bank, are supporting &
portion of the operstional costs at the JOBSTART sites.
~ Researchers are encouraged to express their
proféssional judgments. Therefore, the findings and
conclusions of the report do not necessarily reflect
the official positions or policies of these funders,
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aii-




_ Mounting the JOBSTART demonstration required the perssverance and
dedication of a large number of individuals over a lengthy period of time:

Appreciation is extended to all those who helped make this ambitious

project a reality, from its conception through its implementation.

In a limited funding environment such as that existing today, the

availability of research funds to do rigorous evaluations is particular-
ly important.  Gratitude is expressed to the numerous foundation;
corporate, and agency sponsors that are supporting the résearch and
providing some of the operating funds at the JOBSTART sites.

The administrators and staffs of the JOBSTART sites deserve special

credit for their willingness to participate in the demonstration and to
accommocate the demands of the research design. The fact that they have
chosen to do so is a tribute to their vision, their professionalism and

their commitment to providing quality services to disadvantaged persons.

The JOBSTART demonstration would also not have been possible without

the cooperation and financial assistance of state and local sStaffs respon-

sible for administering programs authorized by the dob Training Partnership

Act:  'They should be comménded for their foresight &nd interest in
supporting. innovative stratégiés especially since, as this report
illustrates, launching the demonstration was no simple task in the current
exvironment.

. _The preparation of this report involved hours of interviews with many
staff members at the JOBSTART sites and with local and state JTPA
officials: = The authors are grateful for the time they gave us, their
forthrightness in answering our questions, and their patience in explaining
the intricacies of the JTPA system. The analysis benefited from their

insights and knowledge of these issues.

A number of individuals at MDRC also deserve special mention: Robsrt
Ivry has been the guiding force behind JOBSTART for several years; without

his vision; energy and fund-raising abilities, the demonstration would not
have been implemented at the same scale. The operations staff -= Milton

Litt;éif}@gj;xgrfqiqei”JOhn,MbEgén and Kay Sardo -- were unflagging in
their efforts to identify and develop potential sites: Their knowledge of

the JOBSTART sites and the JTPA environmeat is reflected throughout this
report.

The report also beénefited from the insightful review of Judith Gueron,

Michael Bangser; Barbara Goldman and John Wallace. In addition, many of

the themes were initially identified by the late Joseph Ball: The instru=-

mental role of the Youth Subcommittee of the MDRC Board of Directors is

also acknowledged with gratitude. Karen Paget and Patti Anderson oversaw

the design of the JOBSTART management information system: Sheila Mandel

and Miriam Rabban edited the manuscript with thein usual grace, and Gregory

Hoerz and Naomi Weinstein were reésponsible for programming the data.
The Authors
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In recent years, there has been widespread concern about the personal

and social costs of the high unemployment rates and low skills levels of
many high-school dropouts. Unfortunately, there is limited information

available to policymakers on solutions of demonstrated effectiveness.

Several years ago, the Manpower Demonstration Hesearch Corporation
(MDRC) began to develop an unusual project, the JOBSTART demonstration,
designed to provide some of that information. The project operates within
the nation's employment and training system authorized by the Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA). It is targeted to notably disadvantaged high-school
dropouts, and provides them with basic educational and occupational skills
training, combined with support services and assistance in finding an
unsubsidized job: The program approach drew extensively from the Job Corps
and from the lessons of previous evaluations and operational experience.

To obtain reliable answers on whethér thiS approach is effective,

JOBSTART uses a research design of particular rigor, in which eligible
program applicants are assigned at random either to participate in the
program or to a control group. By comparing thé two groups' behavior over
time, the JOBSTART evaluation will be able to provide reliable information
about whether program participation leads to changes in employment and
earnings, welfare dependency; and other measured activities,

MDRC, a private, nonprofit corporation experienced in designing,
managing and evaluating innovative programs, has overall responsibility for

the management of this demonstration and its exténsive evaluation. This
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report is the first in a series planned for the JOBSTART evaluation. It
describes thé development of the program model; the site selection process;
the relationship between JOBSTART and the JTPA system, and the first few

mwonths of recruitment at early-starting sites.

usually provided program operators with a major part of. the resources
needed to operate the model. The JOBSTART demonstration has neither of
these advantages, and its successful implementation o date is testimony to
the commitment of funders and site operators across the country.

An unusual cohsortium of 11 funders is supporting this evaluation and
the dissemination of lessons and providing a very small proportion of the
local operating costs. 'The funders include private foundations, corpora=
tions, a federal agency and a national organization. The willingness of so
many different partners -to fund a tive-year research and demonstration
effort shows a shared recognition of the importance of the problem and
commitment to testing, finding answers, and serving the disadvantaged.

The program operators and their state and local funding agencies
deserve special credit for agreeing to participate in a project which
imposes certain short-term burdens in exchange for more uncertain, future
larger social benefits. Our continued ability to answer the difficult
questions of social policy research depends on the cooperation of such far=
sighted program administrators.

Judith M. Sueron
President
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The JOBSTART demonstration is significant from three different pelicy
perspectives: as a program model targeted to poor, young high=school
dropouts who face many barriers to employment; as a social cxperiment that
tests that program model with a random assignment design; and as a demon=
stration operated within the nation's employment and training system for
economically disadvantaged persons authorized by the Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA)-:
basic education with occupational skills training and also provides support
services and job placement assistance. In addition to being economically
disadvantaged, enrollees are required to be high-school dropouts and, in
most cases, to read below the eighth-grade level on standzrdized tosts:
system -- began participating in the JOBSTART demonstration between August
1985 and October 1986: The demonstration ias developad and is being
(MDRC); a nonprofit organization with over a decadé of experience in
designing, overseeing and evaluating programs seeking to help disadvantaged

persons achieve self-sufficiency.

MDRC'S decision to iaunch a demonstration to serve high-school

dropouts was a response to three primary concerns.

~vii- 8



e First, a growing body of literature suggests that dropping out
. of school has long-term harmful effects on the individual as
well as on society.

Increasingly, chronic 3651essnesé among all youths is recognized to be
coricentrated primarily in a relatively small segment of the teenage popula-
tion: youths who have dropped out of high school, many of whom come from
poor, minority families. Lacking the basic education and work skills
disadvantage in the labor umarket. The joblessness rate for black
high=school dropouts, for example, was as high as 73 percent in March 1985.

This situation is particularly serious because, as suggested by prior
studies, the employment problems of this group will not be solved by a
general improvement in the economy, nor by the natural aging of the youth
For society, this ‘entails losses in productivity as well as the higher
costs associated with greater welfare dependency and potentially higher
rates of drug abuse and crime.

& Second, despite a growing awareness of the correlation between

educational disadvintage and chronie Jjoblessness, it appears
that the most-at-risk groups of youths are not being
adequately served by the JTPA system.

The Job Training Partnership Act of 1982 offers a major opportunity to
provide training to disadvantaged youths by mandating that 40 percent of
the funds allocated to local service delivery apeas (SDAs) be spent on
youths under the age of 22 and that dropouts be served in proportion to

their representation in the eligible population. However, early studies of

the JTPA system indicated that most areas failed to meet the expenditure

requirement for youths and the service ratio for dropouts. At issue 1is
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whether attempts to improve the quality and accountability of the JTPA
system have, in somewhat perverse fashion, made it more difficult to serve

educationally disadvantaged persons who will rieed ionger and more expensive

persists that program operators are encouragéd to serve people most likely

to succeed rather than those most in need.

JTPA system, using JTPA funding and subject to JTPA regulations and
performance standards, the demonstration serves as a test of the ways in
which JTPA policies and practices can hinder or facilitate service delivery
JOBSTART evaluation provides a rare opportunity to understand the workings
of the JTPA system through the prism of a single program, taking into
account the operator's point of view as well as the perspective of local
JTPA officials,
® Third, the evaluation record on previous youth training

programs leaves many questions unanswered about what works for

the dropout population.

Analysis of the evaluation record on youth programs indicates that
many questions about effective services remain open because few programs
werc evaluated witit a rigorous design using random assignment to create &
control group, and some had difficulty in implementing thé program model as
intended. The Job Corps -- one of the few programs for sehool dropouts
considered effective -- combines intensive remediation and skills training
in a residential setting. A question left unanswered by evaluation of tke
Job Corps 1is whether a similar wmix of Services offered in a non-residential

setting can produce comparable resuits and de so at a lower operating cost.

g



represent viable program options for helping disadvantaged school dropouts

bacomé self-=sufficient.

o As indicated in Table 1, JOBSTART is designed to provide

comprehensive services, including at least 200 hours o

instruction in basic education, 500 hours of skills training;

Job placement assistance and intensive support services.

Sites. are = encouraged, but not required, to |use

computer.-assisted instruction in the education component.
-- represents the lessons from past research adapted to the ocurrent
. operational environment. For example, the evaluation record suggests that
a model worth testing for high=school dropouts would combine either work
experience or occupational skills training with remedial or basic education
and that the intervention should be long and intense. However, current
restrictions on work experience in the JTPA legislation indicated that
classroom training would be thé moré viablé approach. Similarly, informa-
tion on the average length of training in JTPA programs made it seem
unrealistic to impose a minimum of a year of training in JOBSTART, as MDRC
would have liked. Instead, sites are required to providé at least 700
hours of training, but encouraged to provide more.

Apart from these basic guidelines, sites have besn given considerable

latitude in designing the content of the four JOBSTART components. Flexi-
bility was extended for two reasons. First, evaluation studies have

provided 1ittle guidance on whether one mode of sérvice delivery is more

—%—
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TABLE 1

THE JOBSTART PROGRAM MODEL

Terget Populetion To be aligible for JOBSTART, individusle must ba:

- 17 to 24 yeers old

- high school dropouts without a diploms or GED

~ reading below the eighth grada Level on & stan-
derdized test . S .

~ economically disadventeged; aes definad by the
Job Training Partnarship Act i B

Besic Educetion Sites will implement a curricutum thst {a:
Instruction o S

- @&elf-paced and competeancy-bassd o
~ Computer-maneged end -essisted; if poBEibla
- @ minimum of 200 hours in Langth

~ (tocu8ed on reading, communicstion and besic

_Computation skills

Occupational Skills Sites will implement & curricutum thet:

Treining

~ 1& in 8 clessroom setting

~ <Combines theory and hends-on exparience

= preperees enrolless for jobs in high— demend
occupetions

the privaté sector to ensure that gredustas

will meet the entry—Llevetl requiremants of

_lLocsl employars

Training=Raleted Services should bs tailored to individusl naed
Support Services and ahould include, in eddition to transportetion
&nd child corey, eome combinetion of tha following:

- work reediness and Lifs ekitts train1ng )
- parsonel and vocationat counsating.rmenfpringi
tutoriai essistance, refarrstl te axtsrnal
4 suppurt ‘systems

tied to Length of atayo progrsm attendance
or performence

be 6&06lobﬁéht aaar dOBSTART opsratore and/or their subcontrictora
Flacement Assistance Will be responsible for assststing participants
_lpifjndipggjnpining-reletad j obs -

12
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effective than another. Second; the fact that sites had to build JOBSTART

into existing programs imposed practical 1imits on how much change they

could be asked to make: & more prescriptive modei would reduce the pool of

potential sites, as well as 1imit the repiicability of the model.

2. Scope of the Evaluation

and welfare dependency, as well as on childbearing patterns, educational
achievements, and criminal activity for two years after program entry. To
do this, eligible youths who apply for JOBSTART are randomly assigned to
either an experimental group eligible for JOBSTART services or a control
group that is not; the outcomes for the two groups will be compared. Each
experimental and 100 to the control group. AS noted above, the findings of
Wany previous studies of employment programs have been called into question

because they lacked a random assignment design; JOBSTART represents one of

The benefit-cost analysis will identify the costs of operating
JOBSTART and determine whether the benefits derived from the program exceed
or fall short of its costs -- that is, whether the program 18
cost-effective. The implementation analysis will describe the services
offered at the JOBSTART sites, the patterns of participation and prograi
departure, and the institutional arrangements and other factors that facil-
itated or hindered service delivery. The implementation analysis will be
completed in late 1988; the impact and benefit<cost studies will be

released in mid=1990.

13
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This report; writtén while the demonstration was still in its start-up

phase, focuses on the developm-:t of the program model, thé site seleetion
process, the relationship between JOBSTART and the JTPA system, and the
first few months of recruitment at early-starting sités. The primary
questions addressed are:

® How have the operational constraints of the JTPA system
affected the program design and evaluation Strategy for the
demonstration?

e To what degree did JTPA funding restrictions, contracting
procedures and performance standards facilitate or constrain
interest in the demonstration among program operators and JTPA

agencies? How are they likely to affect program operations
once sites are up and running?

programs and enrollment patterns in order to conform to the
JOBSTART program model?

® What kinds of changes did sites make 1in their existing

¢ How much variation is there across the JOBSTART sites in types
of service providers, prior experience and service mix?

e How have the above factors affected the research design?

® FWhat are the emerging patterns inm recruitment and what factors

appear to be influencing those pa:terns?
Funding for the JOBSTART evaluation is being provided by an unusual
consortium of 11 private foundations, corporations, a federal agency and a
national organization. A véry small proportion of the local costs of

corporations and foundations. JTPA monies provide the bulk of local
operating funds, although most JOBSTART programs also rely on other public

or private sources.

e The process of site selection and development was both

1 14
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time-consuming and labor-intensive.
MDRC worked with public interi:t groups in the employment; training

potential sites. In .éii; over 70 program operators discussed participation
7ith MDRC staff. The length of fime required to identify and develop a
site for the JOBSTART demonstration varied from six months to over a year.
In a number of cases, this process was slow because sites experienced
difficulty in iaéntifying:édditionéi funding sources or were éubjéct to
delay.: in the allocation of funding. In othérs, protracted negotiations
over the services available to members of theé control group léngthened the
development period. Sites phased into the demonstration over a period of 15
months, between August 1985 and October 1986. (See Table 2.)

e The 16 sites that began participating in the JOBSTART
demonistration represent a mix of institutions: seven are
community-based organizations, five are schools (both commun-
ity colleges and adult vocational schools), and four are the

The variety of institutions that are operating JOBSTART gives MDRC the
opportunity to undérstand moreé about thé Stréngths and weaknesseés of
operating the program modél undeér différent institutional arrangeéménts, and
to study the types of adaptations that must be made by different
organizations to pun 8ich a program.

e All the sites provided evidence of effective management,

quality programming and financial stability. However, they

1 As of January 1987, 15 sites remain in thé JOBSTART demonstra-
tion. Stanly Technical College, located in Albemarle; North Carolina,
is no longer part of the demonstration, largely due to difficulty in
recruiting the required number of youths in a rural environment.
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Agency Name

Locition

JTPA Service.
Delivery Aree

Rendom
kssignment Start

Attentonn Youth

Services Congortium

Atlents Job Corps

Basic Skills

Academy (8SA)

Centar for Employment

Treining (CET)

Cglggggicommons
Associetion Business and
Industrial Trein:ng

Program

eunnalley SkilLl

Learning Centsr

Capitol Region

Education Council (CREC)

Eisf Epgiépgeiéﬁ

Skitl Center

EL Centro Community
CQttege Jaob Training
Canter

Emily Griffith Opportun-

ity School (EGOS)

Los Angeles Job Corps
Phoenix Job Corps
Sacramento Job Corps

- Jobs for Progress

SER

Jobs faor Prograsa

SER

Stanty Technicalt Collasge

Buffalo, NY
Atlanta, GA
New York, NY
Sen Jose, CA

Chicago, IL

Pittsburgh, PA
Hertford, CT

Los Angeles, CA

Denver, CD
Los Angeles, CA
Phoenix, AZ

Sacremento, CA

Corpus Christi,

TX

Milwasukea, WI

AlbemarlLe, NC

Buffelo/Cheekto-

wega/Tonewanda
Consor ¢t um

N7A
New York City

Santa Clare
County

City of Chicago

City of Pitts-

burgh
Hertford
City of Los
Angeles

City of Deltes

City snd County
of Denver

City of Corpus
Chrigti/Nuaces
County

Certral ina

June 1886

August 1886
Octobar 1986

March 1986

August 1985

April 18886
May 1986
Merch 1988

April 1886

August 1886
Jdune 1886
October 1886

Octobar 1885

Aprit 1888

November 18856

NDTES:

fedsrally funded and opuratad by private contractors end srea not part of the SDA

system.

-V

16

" N7A 1ndicntna not applicable bacausa thuse Job Corps Centers are



have not all had substantial ezperience with both the JOBSTART

services and the JOBSTART target population.

Not surprisingly, éi?éﬁ the genesis of the JOBSTART program model, the
four Job Corps sites conformed most closely to the operating guidelines of
the demonstration in their regular programming. Four of the other 12 sites
are educational providers which target young drcpouts, but have little or
no experience in providing skills training. In JOBSTART, they will broker
the occupational skilis é&ﬁbéﬁéﬁi; that is, provide it through other
training vendors: The remaining eighi sites entered the demonstration with
experience in the JOBSTART service nix; but youths had not traditionally
been the primary té?ééé group at some of these sites; instead; they had

developed their programs for an older population, or one with higher

' reading levels.

) Host JOBSTART sites had to moaify considerably their =ervice

offerings; program structure or recruitment efforts in order

to conform to the JOBSTART guidelines.
The primary changes made by the sitez include hiring new é%éf?;
expanding recruitment efforts; augmenting the educational component; and
éﬁiiéﬁing the available support services. For the most part, the enhance-

financial assistance, developing a system of incentive awurds and adding
counseling capacity.

e Although all sites adhere to the basic guidelines of the
demonstration; they vary substantially in the way JOBSTART is
structured and services are delivered.

Among the differences that are 1ikely to affect the implementation of

JOBSTART, the following stand out: 10 of the 16 sites provide education

and trainirg concurrently to JOBSTART enrollees, while six follow a

17
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being placed in occupational training. Twelve of the sites provide ail
JOBSTART instruction on-site, while the remainder broker occupational
training with local vendors. Three of the JUBSTART programs begin and 2nd
training on a fixed cycle, while the others provide for open éntry and open
exit. The JOBSTART sites also vary in the kind and amount of support
services provided, the educational methods used, and the kind of oceupa-
tional training availablé on-site. Over half of the sites are using some
type of computer-zssisted instruction in the education component.

This diversity among the sites has the advantage of allowing MDRC to
explore the operational strengths and weaknesses of different approaches to
operating JOBSTART. 1In addition, the fact that a variety of institutions
are operating JOBSTART in somewhat different ways increases the 1likelihood
that the model can be replicated by other sites after the demonstration.

® In general, JOBSTART operators have been challeny:d by the

amount of time and effort necessary to maintain a steady flow
of program applicants.  Despite the fact that the two
early-starting sites met or came close tc meeting the JOBSTART
enrollment goals within their yearlong recruitment cycle, most

other sites are experiencing considerable difficulty in
achieving the goal.
In fashioning their recruitment strategies, JOBSTART program operators
face several challenges. First, operators have had to locate and inform a

target population that is widely dispersed: Second, the recruitment
message has to be attractive to young people who are known to be skeptical
about training programs and alienated by school. In addition, because the
target audience for JOBSTART 1s poor and unemployed, immediate income is
often a great need. Staff have had to intensify their outreach efforts in

~xvii-
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ineligible or did not complete the énrollment process.

o As of December 31, 1986, 1,227 youths had enrolled in the
research sample, The demographic characteristics of an early
sample randomly assigned through July 1986 suggests that
JOBSTART operators are successful in enrolling a very
disadvantaged segment of the youth poprlation.

The early sample of youths randomly assigned through July 1686 is
almost evenly made up of males and females. Most are black or Hispanie,

with an average reading lavel that 1s well below the eighth grédé. On

had been out of school for at least eight months when they enrolled. Few

had prior vocational training and s substantial proportion had never held a
job. Most had never married, yet more than half of the young women in the

sample had at least one child. The majority of the sample received some

their own name, as in the case of General Assistance, or as part of a

. the men -- received payments from the Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC) program in their own name.

Despite the care taken to develop a program model that could be

incorporated into regular JTPA programming, studies of the implementation

of JTPA in its early years suggested a number of reasons why it might
nevertheless be difficult to find sites experienced in operating programs
similar to JOBSTART and/or willing to do so in a demonstration.

® JOBSTART provides longer, more costly, and more intensive

~xviii-_
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training, and is targeted to a more disadvantaged population

than most JTPA programs.

The implementation studies of JTPA and other data indicate that; in
its early years, the system served a population that ;;aé more educationally
advantaged than the eligible population as a whole; that young dropouts
were not a service priority in many SDAs; and that relatively few SDAs
operated programs targeted specifically to dropouts or other hard-to-employ
groups on a sizeable scale. Many training vendors were also reported to
screen out applicants with reading levels as low as those of the JOBSTART
enrollees.

 Bs discussed earlier; the emphasis of JOBS1ART on longer-tern training
also appears to be at odds with current trends in JTPA. The JOBSTART
minimum of 700 hours of instruction -- which translates into about 24 weeks
of full-time Classes -- is close to the maximum length of training found in
one JTPA implementation study. In addition, SDAs are reported to be
spending considerably less than the allowable 15 percent limit on support
contrary to JOBSTART's emphasis on the need for support services to help
overcome the situational and motivational problems 1likely to affect the
JOBSTART éhroiléés;

® The performance standards and contracting policies common in

the JTPA system provide major disincentives for training
vendors to operate JOBSTART.
The JTPA system is performance-driven. Seven performance standards -=
four for adults and three for youths -- are set by the federal govermment
for the states. These are adjusted by governors and then established for

local service delivery areas withir the state. Local JTPA staff, in turn,

—Xix—; 20



use the standards to set performance goals for individual contractors.
fhi‘bﬁéi’iblif the system; emphasis is placed on achieving high placement rates
at low cost, ind on exceeding the established standards: Fop example, JTPA

contractors will cover their training costs or be funded in the next
contract year and whether SDAs will qualify for incentive awards from :he
state. Under performance-based contracts, which are increasingly used in
the JTPA system, vendors are paid only if enrollees reach certain
benchmarks of achievement, including placement in a training-related job:

Cost-reimbursement contracts, in contrast, cover actual costs up to a

MDRC's interviews with SDA staff at the JOBSTART locations revealed
other practices that are likely to discourage services to groups such as
those targeted in the demonstration.  Performance levels required in
contracts generally reflected thé type of program operated rather than the
type of population served. In particular, despite the fact that federal
performance standards Jifferentiste between adult and youth outcomes and
recognize that placément in a Jjob 1S not thé only positive outcome for
youths, many SDAS in the JOBSTART samplé reported that they did not
differentiate between jyouth and adult enrollees in setting performance
standards ror contractors that providé skills trainirg.

Increasingly, these practices have been identified as 1ikely to
discourage vendors from working with more difficult populations wno tend to

need longer and more expensive training before being ready to enter the

—XX=




labor force. JOBSTART thus raises issues for JTPA staff and 1local
operators concerned about meeting performance standards requiring a higk
rate of placements at a low cost.

o HNevertheless, JTPA agencies in some 10cations were receptive

to JOBSTART in its demonstration phase. Sites are operating
with JTPA funding, and in a number of cases, JTPA staff were

instrumental in identifying and developing potential sites.
JOBSTART is being operated with locally-awarded JTPA funds at all but
12 sites -- including the one that does not receive 16Gal JTPA funds -- use
state-awa.'ded JTPA funds for JOBSTART. In most cases, these funds were

regular funding that the program operator chose to usé for JOBSTART. (Job

Corps funding is provided through a different funding stream within the
JTPA system. The federal office that oversees the Job Corps encouraged
participation by Job Corps sites.)

In addition to providing funds; some state and local JTPA agencies ape
facilitating the demonstration in other ways. In a few locations, JTPh
Staff played an active role in idertifying and selecting appropriate sites,
were instrumental in developing the necessary program tiodifications, and
monitored implementation. The particular route of acceéss into the JTDA
system refléctS thé decentralized nature of that system: in Some cases;
the local operator was the prime mover; in others it was the staff of
either the local Private Industry Council or the local govermisnt agency
responsible for JTPA; in still others, the state helped to develop local
interest in the demonstration.

JTPA staff proved moré responsive to the JOBSTART demonstratior in
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component into the local JTPA system. Interest in pﬁombfing ihnovatiVé
programming and developing greater capacity to serve dropouts within the
public school system were other reasons cited for JOBSTART participation.
In a2ddition, the demonstration was appsaling because it offered local sites
opportunities to engage in starf development, receive technical assistance,
acquire national recognition, and contribute to public policy development.

@ Roughly half of the SDAs in the JOBSTART sample have nade some

change in their standard operating procedures in ordér to

facilitate the implementation of a program sesving a more
disadvantaged target group.

Two SDAs wrote cost=reimbursement contracts for JOBSTART, when the
.usual policy was to use only performance-based contracts. Three SDAS
adjusted their placement or positive termination standards for JOBSTART
operaters; reflecting the fict that they were working with a more difficult
poputation. Another devised a new payment and performance system to
encourage the transition of youths from basic education classes into
occupational skills training programs. A few earmarked more money for
training or support services in JOBSTART, rec~gnizing that this
hard-to-serve group would require more assistance than other JTPA
enrocllees;

o Nevertheless, cartain practices commonly used in SDAs appear
to pose potential problems for implementing the JOBSTART

model.

i*undin'g constraints, particulariy restrictions piaced on the use of
support service funds and administrative costs; made it necessary for many

sites -= with MDRC's assistance -- to seek additional funding sources for
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JOBSTART. Practices cited earlier —- writing contracts that hold JOBSTART
cperators to performance standards higher than those required of the SDA s
a whole or that fail to differentiate between youth and adult cutcomes —=
could penaiize JOBSTART operators fop working i&iEB a hard=to=serve group.
In addition, federal regulations that do not < nsider movement of JTPA
could create problems for JOBSTART sites tnat are brokering skills training
after the education component. Finally, educational attainment standards
developed by Private Industry Councils and used to measupe youth perfor-
mance in many SDAsS may require more improvemént than is realistic for the

JOBSTART population during the limited time available for training:

e The fact that a substantial proportion of the JOBSTART &DA=
were willing to make accomodations for the demonstration
suggests that the JTPA system provides opportunities to
respond to special needs groups. However, it is equally clear
that such responses are the exception rather than the rule,

and that they can mitigate, but not necessarily overconme,
problems posed by funding and cost restraints.

Using the opportunities that exist in the JTPA system to serve the
harder-to-employ requires considerable forésight, vperseverance and
ingenuity, as well as a substantial commitment of time, from $TPA staff and
Program operators: Local JTPA agencies and contractors are uniikely to

federal policies. Two important ways to providé Such encouragement are in
the application of the federal performance standards at the state and local
levels, and in the use made of the JTPA 6 percent and 8 percent set-asides
earmarked, respectively, for incentive grants and coordination with

education programs.
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. mre fmsieentation Ghallenac

The launching of the JOBSTART demonstration represents a major
2chievement in the current employment and training environment. However,
many operational éhéliéﬁgéé still face the JOBSTART sites. They inclide:

dropouts in order to meet the enrollment targets in JOBSTART; ensuring that
the youths remain in training for the intended duration; and successfuily
Placing participants in jobs. Sites offering occupational skills training

after academic instruction -- and particularly those that plan to provide

youths through the educational component in a timely manner and meeting the
entry vequirements of skills training courses.
The degree to which JOBSTART sites achieve these goals -- and the ways

in which the JTPA system and other factors affect their ability to do so --

will be discussed in the implementation report scheduled for release late

in 1988,
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LAUNCHING JOBSTART

A Demonstration Fcr Dropouts in the JTPA System




CHAPTER 1

The JOBSTART demonstration is designed to test the effectiveness of a
program which prepares young high school dropouts for employment by combin-
ing instruction in basic education and occupational skiils training with
support services and Job placement assistance. A total of 16 programs
participate in the demonstration:’ The first initiated a JOBSTART program
in August 1985 and the last in October 1986. FEach site will be operating
JOBSTART for up to two years; another two years will be devoted to
follow-up research. The sites represent a variety of institutional service
deliverers, including community-based organizations, school-based programs
and non-residential components of Job Corps Centers.

The overall evaluation of the JOBSTART demonstration will consist of
three parts. The impact analysis will use an experimental research design
to examine the program's effects on employment; earnings and welfare depend-
ency, as well as on childbeaﬁiﬁé patterns, educational status and criminal
activity. The benefit-cost analysis will identify the costs of operating
JOBSTART and determine whether net benefits exceed or fall short of net
costs: that is, whéthér the program is cost-effective. The implementation
analysis will describe the services offered at JOBSTART sites, the patterns
of participation and program departure; and the institutional arrangements
and other factors that facilitate or hinder service delivery.

Funding for the JOBSTART evaiuation is being provided by a consortium
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of foundations, national organizations, and corporations, as well as the
U.S. Department of Labor and the National Commission for Employment Policy.
A very small proportion of the local costs of operating JOBSTART is also
being covered by contributions from such corporations and foundations. The
funders of both the evaiuation and operational activities include the
Rockefeller, Ford, ﬁéﬁiéié; Mott, American Telephone and Telegraph,

well as the Chase Manhattan Bank. However, it should be noted that the

majority of JOBSTART operational funds come through state and local
(JTPA), the federally-funded employment and training system targeted to

économiééiiy diééavantagea adults and youths.

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC), a nonprofit
organization, developed the JOBSTART demonstration and is conducting the
evaluation. In launching the demonstration, MDRC drew on over a decade of
experience in managing and evaluating programs designed to help disadvan-
taged persons achieve sélf-sufficiency: A number of these projects -- the
National Supportéd Work Demonstration, the Youth Incentive Entitiement
Pilot Project and Project Redirection -- served populations similar to the

one targeted in JOBSTART.

From a policy perspective, the JOBSTART demonstration is significant
both as a program model that is targeted specifically to dropout youths and
as a social experiment that tests the effectiveness of that program by

using a randoa assignmént mefhodoiogy to create a control group: its



interest as both a program model and a social experiment is heightened by
the necessity of designing a demonstration that could be operated as part
of the existing employment and training system, rather than one funded by
special resources.

The need to concentrate scarce resources on unemployeéd high school

employment policy. Thus, a Nationai Academy of Sciences review panel
concluded its study of youth employment and training programs under the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) with the strong
recommendation that ﬁschoéi dropouts be given priority status for
employment and training programs and research."2 fTwo other expéerts on
youth employment policy concluded a similar review by recommending that
epployment programs in the 1980s should "give highest priority to [serving]
unemployed out-of-school disadvantaged youth:"3 In recent months; the U.S.
Department of Labor has also begun to focus attention on the need for JTPA
programs to target more resources to the youth dropout population.

4 number of studies alsc stréss the importance of evaluating programs
with a random assignment, or experimental, design, and note how the failure
to use a sufficiently rigorous design methodology has greatly weakened the
evaluation literature on employment and training programs. The National

because of poor research designs.? The report strongly urged the use of
the past evaluations. In addition, another panel of experts questioned the

reliabiiity of the CETA longitudinal study, which used a comparison group
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analysis to estimate impacts on employment and earnings, and called un-
equivocally for the developmeat of experiments using random assignment to
test the effectiveness of JTPA programs.5 The JOBSTART demonstratie:
represents one of the first attempts to do so.

‘Because the JOBSTART program is planned to be operated within the JTPA
-standards, the demonstration offers the opportunity to learn about the
chailengés and constraints of mounting a social experiment in a period of
riscal restraint. The impléméntation research, beégun in this report, is
also intended to provide somé guidance to opérators about how programs can
be adapted to serve young dropouts within the paraméetéers of the JTPA
systom, as well as lessons for policymakers about what changés in the

Thus, thé JOBSTART evaluation, concentrating on three themes, will
offer lessons about the effectiveness of the JOBSTART program model as a
stratesy for increasing the employment and earnings of thé young dropout
population; the capzcity of the JTPA system to incorporate such a program;
and the inteérplay between research design considerations and operation-
al cohstréin{:s’ in an énviro’nméni: in’ i_win’idn fundihg ié éévéréiy iimiféd.

The currént report, written while thé demonstration was still in a
start=up stage in many sites, focuses on the second and third themes. The
full implementation analysis of the JOBSTART demonstration is scheduled for
release in late 1988; the impact findings =- based on 2% months of
follow-up on the research sample -- will be released in mid-1990.

The remainder of this cuapter discusses the nature of the youth un-

employment problem, services to dropouts in JTPA, lessons from previous



demonstrations, the development of the JOBSTART program model, and issues

raised by operating JOBSTART as a demonstration within the JTPA system.

A growing body of literaturé has established the relationship between
the failure to complete high schowl, basic skills deficiency and chronic
unemployment.  Although estimates of the national dropout rate vary
depending on the cefinition used -= generally ranging from 14 percent to 27
Percent -- it is recognized that the rate is much higher for minority
youths from poor families than for other segments of the population.b
National data that show a dropout rate of 13 percent for white youths also
show rateés of 17 percent and 19 percent for blacks and Hispanics, respect-
ively. Other data indicate that, for youths aged 21 durirg the period
1979-1982, the dropout rates for whites, blacks and Hispanics were 12
percent, 23 percent, and 36 percent respectively. In addition, the dropout
rate is three times higher for youths from households with low-income;
low=skill earners of limited educational backgrounds than for youths at the
highest end of the socioeconomic scale.
labor market bécause they usually lack the basic education and work skiiis
that are required in most entry-level jobs. Indeed, chronic joblessness
among youths is largely concentrated among a relatively small segment of
the teen population: youths who have dropped out of schocl and who come
from poor or minority families:”7 Joblessness rates are a better measure of



In March 1985, the joblessness rate for black high school dropouts was
73 percent, compared to 40 percent for black youths who had completed high
school. For white youths; the joblessness rate was 48 percent for high

school dropouts and 20 percent for high school graduates.8 These figures
illustrate both the greater degree of joblessness among high school drop-
outs than high School graduates, and the higher levels of joblessness
experienced by minorities than whites.

Even if they have been lucky enough to find employmeut, high school
dropouts remain at a disadvantage in the workplace. Usually working in
secondary labor market jobs, the youths are not iikely to develop the
skills necessary to advance into better-paying jobs. Thus, it is not
surprising that the ii?étimé earnings for high school dropouts are
estimated to be one-third 1ess than those of high school graduates.?

These statistics are particularly sobering because a growing body of
evidence suggests that the problem of chronic joblessness for this zroup
will ndt be solved by a general improvement in the economy, nor by the
natural aging of theé youth population; nor by a contraction in the size of
the teenage population as the baby boom population spurt subsides.

: One recent study shows, for exampie, that despite the general upturn

in the economy since thé recession of the early 1980s, in both absolute and
relative terms the labor market position of teens in 1985 has not matched
the peak conditions of 1979.10 Moréover, considerabie evidence suggests
that the most at-risk segment of thé youth population =-- those who are
educationally disadvantaged, poor and minority -- will make up a dispropor-
tionately large seégment of the youth population in the future. i1

Nor should it bé eéxpected that the problems associated with youth
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unemployment will be solved without intervention when the teenagers reach
adulthood. Noting that between 1955 and 1982, the proportion of biack men
aged 25 to 34 without jobs rose from 15 percent to 23 percent; a recent
report warns that "the serious black youth unemployment probled Kas evolved
into a striking amount of joblessness for young black adults,®12 Moreover,
fully one-quarter of all black males under the age of 25 have nevér heid a
job. 13  Such findings tend to deepen concern that, as expressed in another
study, the educationally and economicslly disadvantaged youths Struggling
to become part of the workforcé today "are at great risk of becoming the
édu;t poor and the 'dependent poor' of tomorrow.n1¥

Inadequate skills preparation and chronic joblessness exsct a high

price from both the individual and ‘Society: Too often, the high school
blighted hopes: Society as a whole experiences losses in productivity as
well as the higher costs associated with greater welfare dependency and

poténtialiy higher rates of . drug abuse and erime.

operational challenges to service deliverers in the employment and training
system. The record of éﬁ%@ youth programs shows that many programs design-
ed specifically to serve dropouts had difficuities in recruiting youths
and/or retaining them in the programs. Other approaches designed to serve
both in-school and out-of-school youths encounteréd the Same or other
probleéms and ended up serving mostly in=school youths. 15 Despite growing

recognition of the correlation between educational disadvantage and chronic
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joblessness, recent trends in employment and training policy have
constituted a new source of concern that the groups most at-risk are not
receiving the services that they hééa;

The Job Training Partnership Act offers a major opportunity to provide
training to disadvantaged youths by mandating that 40 percent of the funds

the eligible population. (The requirement for services to dropouts
includes adults as well as youths.) However, early reports on the implemen-
tation of the JTPA legislation indicated that most service delivery areas
were falling short of the required expenditure leéveél for youths and the
service ratio for dropouts. 16

Expiénétions of these difficulties have ﬁoinféd tb‘tﬁé téndency to
combine youths with adults in training programs rather than to tailor
training to their specific needs; the elimination of financial supports
while youths were in training; a reduced emphasis on outreach and
recruitment, in part because of restrictions on administrative costs; and
slowness at the local level in developing systems to measure youth outcomes
other than job placement.17

Questions have also been raised about whethér the efforts of the
employment and training community to improve quality and build more account=
ability into the JTPA system have, in somewhat perverse fashion, made it
more difficult to address the special needs of educationally disadvantaged
persons, who face severe obstacles to employment. A particular focus of
concern is the way in which performance standards =- discussed in Chapter 2

== have been used to emphasize high placement ratés and low program costs,
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thus discouraging operators from serving the most-at-risk segments of the
Population, such as dropouts. These groups, who need longer training and

comparative disadvantage if Jjudged by the same standards as operators
serving others.

As discussed in Chapter 2, considerable attention has been focused in
recent years on améliorating some of the conditions that make it difficult
for JTPA operators to work ﬁith.veby disadvantaged youths. Questions pe=
the needs of the hard-to-serve unemployed youth population, particularly
young dropouts. In this context, the JOBSTART demonstration takes on addi-
tional significance as a way to highiight the issues, test what strategies
can make a difference, and provide guidance to practitioners on what to do

and how to do it.

for employment, MDRC sought to draw on the lesscns of both past research
and current operational experiencé. First; MDRC commissioned an extensive
and critical review of thg evaluation literature on programs targeted to
young dropouts. Second, in a symposium held at Brandeis University in late
1983, researchers, educators and program operators shared views about what
program models held most promise of working for this population. Third,

program operations in detail in fiveé programs that served young dropouts,



and gathéréa additional information on the delivery of youth services in

Because of problems in the research methodology already mentioned; the
evaluation record of pas: programs does not prOVidé a great deai of
Nevertheless, a few clear lessons on the effectiveness of various program
models did emerge from the literature review prepared for MDRC.19 These
findings; which are summarized below, are consistent with the conclusions

of similar reviews that have been published subsequently.Z20

- The National Supported Work Demonstration provided a year

of paid work experience under conditions of close super-

vision, peer support and graduated stress. A rigorous

evaluation using a random assignment design found that,

although Supported Work proved successful with other

economically disadvantaged groups -=- such as long-ternm

welfare recipients -~ it did not have lasting effects on

the earnings and employment of youth dropouts, most of whom

had delinquency records.?21

-- There is some evidence that work experience combined with

school or other alternative education enrollment can have

positive employment effects. The Youth Incentive Entitle-

ment Piiot Project (YIEPP) =~ also a national demonstration

-= provided disadvantaged youths with guaranteed employment

(part-time during the school year and full-time during the

summer) if they returned to or remained in school or an

approved educational program. ~ The evaluation showed

positive employment and ‘earnings effects that persisted for

minority youths for one year or more after most youths

ceased participating in the subsidized work. 22

However, most of the youths eligible for the Job guarantee

were enrolled in a regular high school setting; only a

small .share (18 percent) were out of school the semester

before the program began. & large proportion of the youths

who re-enrolled in school dropped out again, primarily

because there were “ew alternative programs in their areas
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that met their need for a job-oriented education approach.

== A short-term pre-employment skills and placement program
for dropouts was found to have statistically significant
effects on weekly earnings nine months after enrollment in
an_evaluation conducted by Public/Private Ventures. These

findings held up at 14 months, but a more rigorous analysit

of follow-up data collected 2§ to 40 months _after enroll=
ment revealed no continuing earning effects.

-- & major study of the Job Corps, an intensive education and

skills training program in a residential setting, found
that program participation increased employment and
earnings and the probability of receiving a high school

degree or equivalency diploma.?2 Although the study was

not based on randomly assigned experimental and control

groups; the comparison grour design is generally regarded
as having been well-executed, and thé study is considered
sound: The Job Corps findings are particularly important
given the serious deprivation of the typical participant.
18 oné that combines either work experience or occupational skills training
with instruction in basic or remedial eadication;25 the findings also
suggest that the intervention should be long and intense. These considera-

in 1983. However, since JOBSTART was to be opératéd as part of the regular
JTPA system; practical considerations figured heavily in the design stage.
A program model or research design that would be impossible for JTPA
operators to run as part of their normal programming had to be ruled out.

at the five pilot sites (including both work experience and classroom

-11-
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training models) and interviews with JTPA staff and training vendors during
the JOBSTART pilot year were very important in shaping the program design.
Thus, the program model and operating guidelines developed for JOBSTART
reflect not bhiy the lessons from past literature but also the operational
constraints of the current employment and training system. (See Table
1.1.) The interplay between the two considerations is discussed below.
JOBSTART is targeted to economically disadvantaged high school
dropouts between the ages of 17 and 21, who do not have a high school

equivalency degree (GED) and who read below the eighth-grade level on
standardized tests. Income 1is to be consistent with the eligibility

criteria for JTPA. The reading requirement was chosen to target the
program on a group most at risk of long-term joblessness and least likely
to be served by current programs.

Targeting the program in this way to poor readers both increased the
access of a needy group to services and ensured that the control group was

unlikely to be enrolled in similar programs, thus strengthening the

research design. : From a research perspective, it is important that
controls do not Eéééi@é services similar to those received by experimentals
" since an impact is defined as the difference in the outcomes between
experimentals and controls. From the JOBSTART operators' perspective; it
was easier to accept this research requirement if JOBSTART applicants would

disadvantaged group specified by the eligibility criteria:

-l
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TABLE 1.1

KEY ELEMENTS OF THE JOBSTART PROGRAM MODEL

farget Eopulétion

To Ba eligible for JOBSTART, individuels must be:

- 17 to 21 years old
- high 8Cchool dropouts without a diptoma or GEB
- réqding below the eighth grsde Level on & stan-
dardized test
~ @conomically disadvantaged; as definsd by ths
__Job Training Partnership Act

Basic Educetion
Instruction

Sites will implement & curriculum that st

- self-paced and compatency-bssed
~ <Computer-msnaged and -assisted; if possible
- @ minimum of 200 hours in length

- focused on reedings communicetion and basic
Aicomputgjion skills

@éé@ﬁgtionai Skills
Training

Training-Releted
Support Services

Sites will implement a curriculum that:

- 18 in @ clessroom setting

~ ¢combines theory and hands-on experience

=~ preperes enrollees for jobs in high-demand
ﬁccupetions B

- provides at least 500 hours of training

~ hes been daveloped with the zssistance of
the private sector to ensure thet graduetes
will meet the entry—-level requirements of
Local enp[oyers

Services s\ould be tailored to individuel need
and ahould includes in addition to trensportation

and child Cere, some combinetion ¢f the follawing:

- work reedinsss &nd Life skills training
- parsunﬁt and vocatlonal _counselings mentoring,

satoriat isaistance. referral to external

support systems

- nuade—baild paynenfs or 1ncentive payments

tiod to tanuth of stay, program attendance

or performance

Job Déve[opmanurand
Placemsnt Assistanca

will be rllpuneibla for alsioting participants

.in finding truininn-relatod Jobs o L

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




The JOBSTART program model calls for a minimum of 200 hours of instruc-
tion in basic education, using 1naiviaua1ized curricula that allow youths
to proceed at their own pace toward required competency goals. Sites were
encouraged to use computer-aided instruction, but not required to do so.
ness of such an approach in raising the levels of GED and high school
diploma attainment as shown in the 1982 Job Corps evaluation.26  More
recent dats from the Remedisztion and Training Institute, which has made
thié type of instruction sSystem widely available, suggests that a minimum
of 200 hours 1is necessary to bring enrollees to the point that they can
qualify for a GED or enter skills training.

3. Occupational Skills Training

JOBSTART sites are required to provide a minimum of 500 hours of class-
room instruction in skills in high=demand occupations in the local litor
market. The decision to require skills training rather than work experience
reflects a combination of research and programmatic considerations. The
evaluation record suggests that both work experience and skills training =-
combined with education -- may be effective strategies for raising earnings
and employment among the target population. However, because of the
restrictions on work experience in the JTPA legislation, classroom skills
training was considered the more viable option.2'

The minimum requirement of 500 hours was alsc a compromise. Ideally,

programs have longer-lasting impacts. However, training programs of that




length are relatively rare in the JTPA system, in which the max‘mum length

of classroom training tends to be 26 weéks; equivalent to 780 hours of
instruction. offered six hours a day.28 The 500-hour minimum seemed the
longest training period that most JTPA agenciés would accept:

§.  Supbort Services

A consistent theme in the literature on programs serving young drop-
outs 1s the difficulty of keeping youths in the program and the many
problems that interfere with their attendance. It was expected that
substantial support services and other incentives would be needed to Fetain
JOBSTART ernrollées, many of whom are teenage mothers. The kinds of
supports that sites are expected to provide are shown in Table 1.1.

5.

Placemént into full-time unsubsidized employment is a major JOBSTART

objective. JOBSTART program operators and their subcontractors are

Within thé parameters of these basic guidelines, JOBSTART sites have
been given considerable flexibility in developing their programs. For

example, ihéy. can vary the sequence of activities, the content of the
education and training curricula, the educational methods, the number of
hours spent each day in classes, and the amount and kind of financial and
other supports.

Flexibility was necessary for two reasons. First, the evaluation

literature does not provide definitive guidance on many aspects of oper=-

ating programs for dropouts, For example, there is no evidence to suggest
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youth and adult classes are more effective than putting the two gfbupé
together. Second, the fact that sites had to build JOBSTART into their
sites could change their current Biééiéﬁé to make them conform to a speci=
fied model. A more prescriptive model would have greatly reduced the pool
of potential sites.

Although the JOBSTART pregram has borrowed heavily from the Job Corps
model since it was one of the few programs to prove effective in serving

dropout youths, there are some key differences. JOBSTART will be imple=
mented not in a residential but in a community setting, which should keep
'progfém costs lower than those of the Job Corps: JOBSTART is also designed
to be more easily duplicated within the current employment and training

environment. Thus, the JOBSTART evaluation offers the opportunity to build

on the Job Corps research and answer a critical question left open by that
evaluation: namely, can a similar mix of services offered in a non-residen-
tial setting produce similar impacts and do 5o at a lower operating cost?
strengthens this aspect of the research.

The evaluation of any soclal experiment leads to inevitable tensions
betWeen the desire to maintain the purity of a research design and the
necessity to meet "real world" standards of practicability and repli-
cability. In thé JOBSTART démonstration, the tensions were particularly
acute because MDRC was not ablé to provide sites with the funds necessary

to operate the program.




Conflicting demands, inhérent in a demonstration such as JOBSTART, are

explained below:

® Research interests aloné would dictate the development of a
specific, standardized program model that could be implemented
uniformly across all sites since this provides the strongest
possible test of a treatment. However, operational reality --.
particularly in a limited funding environment -- pushes in the
direction of allowing considerabie flexibility in program

Specifications. Thus, a balance had to be found between two
designs: one so prescriptive as to make difficult finding
enough sites to provide a meaningful test and replicating the
model later as contrasted to one that allowed so much
variation that the treatment would not be sufficiently

standardized to test.

e The selection of sites for the demonstration also required

decisions between alternative approaches: enrolling only sites

that were exemplary program operators or those that were more
representative of the universe of all programs. The former
approach would yield a test of what the model could accomplish
under relatively favorable circumstances and the latter of fer
a more realistic indication of the outcomés to be anticipated

should the model be widely adopted.

e The goal of having the longest possible post-program follow-up

conflicted with that of evaluating the program in its
maturity: To meet the former goal, sites would be encouraged

to begin operations quickly, and the research data collec-

tion would begin shortly after enrollment. The latter argued
for delaying the build-up of the research sample until the

program had settled into stable operations.
of the JOBSTART demonstration -- and the degree to which they have been
resolved by the practical constraints of the JTPA service delivery system

and funding iimitations -~ will be a major focus throughout this report.

The major research questions that this report will address ape:

o How have the operational constraints of the JTPA system

affected the program design and evaluation strategy for the
demonstration?
-17=
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¢ To what degree did JTPA funding restrictions, contracting
procedures, and performance standards facilitate or constrain
interest in the demonstration among program operators and JTPA
agencies? How are they likely to affect program operations
once sites are up and running?

® What kinds of changes did sites have to make in their existing
programs and enrollment patterns in order to conform to the
JOBSTART program model?

e FPow much variation exists among the JOBSTART sites in the
types of service providers, prior expérience and service mix?

e How have these factors affected the research design?

e What are the emerging patterns in recruitment in the

early-starting sites, and what factors appear to be
influencing those patterns?

Discussing JOBSTART as a program wodel, as a demonstratiop and as part
of the JTPA system, the remainder of this report elaborates on the themes
introduced in this chapter. Chapter 2 provides some background on the JTPA
system and how JOBSTART relates to it. Chapter 3 discusses how sites were
chose to do so. Chapter U presents an overview of the JOBSTART sites: the
variations in program design, prior experience and the ways in which they
changed their progiams to conform to the model. Chapter 5 takes a more
detailed look at thc JTPA contracting procedures and performance standards,
- and how they are likely to affect JOBSTART implementation. Chapter 6
discus- 1 emerging patterns of recruitment, as well as demographic

characteristics of the initial research sample.
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CHAPTER 2

The fact that MDRC could not provide the operating funds necessary to

run JOESTART -- and would have to rely on JTPA funding to implement the
demonstration == was a key consideration whenm MDRC began to recruit sites
in the spring of 1985. Despite the care taken to develop a program model
that could be incorporated into regular JTPA programming, it would never=-
theless be difficult to do so for several reasons.

First, the emphasis in theé program model on longer-term, more inten-

sive training and enriched support Services was at odds with the trends in
JTPA toward shorter training, fewer support services and less costly
programs.

there were few incentives and a number of disincentives in federal, state
and local JTPA policy for serving theé JOBSTART target group -~ youths who
were more disdavantaged than the JTPA youth population as a whole:

Third, the research requirement that sites randomly assign JOBSTART

applicants into experimental and control groups ocould oreate both

In order to explain some of the issues that were iikely to deter
program operators from participation or to intérést them in JOBSTART, this
caapter provides background information on the JTPA systenm and How JOBSTART
relates to it: The discussion foouses on youth policy and programs,

performance standards and funding sources.

~19- -
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The employment and training system established by the Job Training
Partnership Act of 1982 is a highly decentralized, federally-funded program
that provides job training and related services to economically disadvan=
taged persons. Under Title IIA =- the basic training title for
sconomically disadvantaged youths and adults == funds are allocated by the
Department of Labor to the states, using a formula that takes into account
the incidence of poverty and unemployment in each state. The states, in
EE;B; suballocate the funds to local Service Delivery Areas (SDAs), which
encompass units of local government. Currently, there are about 600 SDAs
across the country.

The transition from CETA to JTPA represented a devolution of authority
from the federal government to the states. Apart from allocating the funds

oversight and review; including the monitoring of state compliance with the
provisions of the legislation. In the early JTPA years, the Department of

and deliberately restricted its rule-making authority and technical
assistance role in order to give states significant policy influence on the
new system.

Governors have been given policymaking responsibility in a number of
areas; including the designation of SDAs, the adjustment of national per-
formance standards for SDAs, the use of the discretionary §éf-é§iaé§ -




Program. Many of these responsibilities are shared with or delegated to

the State Job Training Coordinating Council or other state agencies,

country. Some states have played a leading role in gulding local JTPA
policy; others have treated the SDAS in much the same way that the federal
Department of Labor handled the states.

At the service delivery level, the oversight and decision-making
functions are shared by the Private Industry Council (PIC) == in which a

local unit of government. Both the PIC and the loeal governmental unit
must approve the SDA's annual spending plan. In some areas, the PIC sets
policy and also serves as the "administrative entity," that 1is, the
organization ﬁéébﬁnéible for administering JTPA programs in thé SDA; in
others, the local governmental unit does se; 1in still others, the
administrative responsibility is shared or delegated to a different body.

Three different JTPA funding streams are possible sources of money for
JOBSTART. Some of these JTPA funds are controlled by states; others are
controlled by SDAs. Each type is subject to different restrictions on its
use:

Seventy-eight percent of the Title ITA money allocated to states is
suballocated to SDAs. Tﬁe;"7é percent" funds have the greatest number of
restrictions on their use:
® At least 70 percent of these funds must be spent on training

activities.
® No more than 15 percent can be spent on administrative costs.
e The remaining funds are availabie for support services.

Walvers are availlable from states if SDAs meet certain
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hardship conditions.

e Funds eannot be used to pay allowances or stipends to JTPA
enrollees, but individuals may qualify for assistance based on
need (needs-based payments), if the payment schedule is
approved by the PIC.

e Programs run with the 78 percent funding are subject to the
fcderal performance standards.

SDAs can also qualify for discretionary funds awarded by the states
from the remaining proportion (22 percent) of the state's Title ITA
allocétibn; The following set-asides are established in the law:

e 8 percent of the state's Title IIA allocation is reserved for

state programs to provide education, inc’uding vocational

education and other related services. Eighty percent of the

money 1s to be spent on training programs; 20 percent is set

aside for promoting coordination between educatibn and Jjob
training.

e 6 percent is to be used to provide technical assistance for

Sbis that fail to meet performance standards or to reward SDAs

that exceed performance or serve special groups.
e 3 percent 1s to fund special programs for older workers.

® 5 percent is reserved for state administrative costs.

States are given a good deal of flexibiiity to determine for what
purposes the set-aside funds will be used and how they will be distributed:
Programs funded under 6 percent incentive grants or the 8 percent education
set-aside are not always held to the same cost restrictions as apply to the
78 percent funds, and are not necessarily subject to federal performance
standards. Unless other restrictions are imposed by the state, program
operators have flexibility in how they use these funds. For this reason,
the 6 percent and B percent set-asides seem particularly well-suited to
support innovative programming or services to special populations. &

poténtiéi dréwbaek, however, 1is that the 8 percent funds require a
02
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dollar-per-dollar match from non=JT®4 finds.

B. Seryises e Youths

Title ITA of the JTPA legislation provides for special treatment for
youths: first; by mandating that a specific proportion of local program
standards for youths than adults; and third, by suggesting srecific program
designs and sequences appropriate for youths. These provisions are
discussed in turn below:. Additional youth services ape authorized in the
Summer Youth Employment Program (Title IIB), which provides publicly-

To ensure an equitable level of services to youths, the JTPA legisia-
ticn Stipulates that SDAs spend at least 40 percent of their Title IIA
allocation on this population, defined as young people aged 16 through 21,
2nd in Some cases; 14~ and 15-year=olds. Should the local ratio of youths
to adults in the JTPA eligible population différ from tha national ratio,

example, serve adults who dropped out of school in their teenage years --
but thay are required to serve all dropouts (youths and aduilts) in the same
ratio as their incidence in the eligible population.

Separate oriteria - were established 1in the JTPA legisiation for
evaluating JTPA programs serving youths, reflecting the view that outcomes
other than placement in a Job are appropriate for youth enrollees. For
adults, performance is judged on the entered employment rate, the cost per

entereéd émployment, the average wage at placement, as well as the entered
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employment rate for adult welfare recipients. For youths, @hé standards
are the entered employment rate, the positive termination rate and the cost
Per positive termination. As currently defined, the positive termination
rate is calculated Bééé& on the number of youths who enter unsubsidized

employment competency levels defined by the PIC, or complete a major level

competency measures for the most part have not yet been fully developed or
utilized.
The federal performance standards established for program years

1984-1985 and 1986 are as follows:Z2

PY PY
s for Adults J1986_ 1984-1985
Entered Emplcyment Rate 62¢ 55¢
Cost Per Entered Employment $4,374 $5,70L
' Average Wage at Placement $4.91 $4.91
Welfare Entered Employment Rate 51% 39%
Entered Employment Rate 43¢ 41¢
Positive Termination Rate 75% 82¢
Cost Per Positive Termination $4,9¢60 $4,900

programs” that can be operated in addition to the regular training
activitiés meéntioned for youths and adults.

The legislation stops short; however, of mandating that SDAs actually
operate these exemplary programs, or that youths be served in separate
programs that precognize their special needs; if local planners desire it,

youths can be combined with adults in all programs for JTPA services. In
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this respect, as well as in the decision not to ailocate funds separately
for youth programs, the JTPA legislation is less categorical than its CETA
predecessor.

In addition, concerns have been raised that other provisions of the
JTPA legislation make it difficult to address the needs of the unemployed
youth population: in particular, the restrictions on the use of support
services; the limitations on the amount of work experience costs that can
be billed to training,3 and the elimination of cash stipends while partici=

pants are in training. Further, while the legislation inciudes rules for

sanfci:ioning SDAs that fail to meet their overall pPerformance standards, n
penalties are speiled out for SDAs that fail to meet the 40 percent youth
expenditure requirement, potentially weakening thé seriousness with which
this provision is taken.

Operational experience to date indicates that SDAs are having a diffi-
cult time complying with the youth provisions in the JTPA legislation. All
of thé eariy impiementation feports on the JTPA system” and a more recent
surveyS reveal that many SDAs are falling short of spending the required
amount of Title IIA funds on youths. The reasons most frequently cited by
states and SDAs for the underspending include: recruitment problems, low
levels of enrollment, lack of separate programs for youths, absence of
creative programming, lack of stipends and low program costs,

Nor have SDAs been successful in serving the réquired proportion of
dropouts. In fact, enroliment data from the first half of JTPA program
year 1985 indicate that, overall, JTPA enrollees are more educationaily
advantaged than the eligible population; with a higher proportion of youths

who have completed high school or more.6 JTPA enrollees, as a whole, are

2= 54



also more educationally advantaged than CETA enrollees; a comparison of
1984 JTPA enrollees with CETA enrollees in 1980 and 1982 showed that about
23 percent of the JTPA enrollees weré dropouts, compared to 30 and 29
percent respectively, in these years under CETA.T

The JTPA system as a wholé has also experienced considerable diffi-
culty in meeting the positive termination standard estabiished by the
Secretary of Labor, although the actual entéred employment rate has
surpassed the youth standard:8

PY 1984-1985  PY 198:

Xouth Standard Standard Actual
Entered Euployment Rate 418 54%

Positive Termination Rate 82§ 62%
Cost Per Positive Termination $4,900 $3,472

It is generally argued that underperformance on this measure is
largely explained by the slowness of many SDAS to introduce a PIC-approved
employment competency system, as well as by the fact that employment
competencies were not until recently required as a reporting item for

positive termination documentation.

the JTPA syster- Finding operators either capable of or experienced in

of a research demonstration -- would not be easy, given the common

practices identified in the early implementation studies of JTPA.




The keéy points of variance between the JOBSTART model and the general

thrust of JTPA programming were:

The JOBSTART target population == young high school dropouts
reading below the eighth grade level -- was not a priority

service group in most SDAs.  According to the report on
loplementation of JTPA in 19831984, produced by Grinker,

Wwalker and Associates in 1985, the proportion of dropout

youths served in the sample SDAs ranged from 12 percent to 58
percent; the proportion of youths who were high school

graduates was consistentiy higher, ranging from 31 percent to

63 percent. - Many SDAs also targeted a large proportion of

in-school youths.® More recent data from the Job Training

Longitudinal Survey (JTLS) in the first half of program year
. 1985 show. -that about 25 percent of JTPA youth enrollees are
) dropouts,

Data on the reading levels of dropout youths enrolled in JTPA

are not available, but MDRC's interviews during the JOBSTART

pilot year indicated that it was common practice for many

occupational skills training vendors to require a minimum of
an_eighth- or ninth-grade reading ievel as a prerequisite for
entry into classroom training: A study produced by Grinker
Associates in 1986 provides evidence that many SDAs set
prerequisites of at 1least seventh-grade reading and math

levels; in some training courses; enroiiees were required to
have a GED or high school diploma.!!

Two implementation reports produced in 1985 -- one by Grinker,
Walker and Associates, the other by Westat, Ine. -- also

indicate that programs specifically designed for or targeted

to dropouts were the exception rather than the rule in the
early JTPA system. In contrast, the trend was *to enroll
dropouts in adult programs rather than to treat the youths as

- e Length of Trainine.

Training in JOBSTART was intended to be relatively long-term:

Programs providing a minimum of 200 hours of basic education
and 500 hours of occupational skills training would have to
operate for a minimum of 24 weeks if both components were
offered concurrently and six hours of classes were scheduled
per day; if training were part-time or sequential, with

education preceding skills training, the duration of training
-27-
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would be substantially lengthened.

In contrast, the report by Grinker, Walker and Associates
found that the @ B length of classroom_ training scheduled
at the sample SDAs was 25 weeks. The actual,average,amount of
time a ybuthrg?ént in JTPA training, according to this study
was 12 weeks.

Program Mix.

Instructicn in basic education was available - offeqfas an
gﬁjunct to other,training == 1in three=fifths of the SDAs 1in
the sample wused in the study by Grinker, Walker &nd

Associates. Most remedial activities were scheduled to last

between 12 and 18 weeks, ciose to the minimum expected in

JOBSTART. In general, SDAs were reported to offer 1little

sequencing or multi-component JTPA training, largely because

of the emphagis on low-cost training and an interest in

serving as many as possible of the el:Zgible popuiation.1

s !’jn"ﬁ g’ Ei S’ Emﬂ ces;

£s a program modei that atresses the importance of individual-

ized attention; counseling, child care, transportation and

financial assistance as supolements to training, JOBSTART runs

counter to JTPA policy in many SDAs where the overall trend is

to provide less support than in CETA. A GAO report suggested

that this was not caused only by the Iimitations on available

funds for support services; since oany SDAs were spendin; less

than the allowabie JTPA proportion on such services. ! The

study produced by Grinker Associates found that SDAs routinely

spent less than the ~llowable proportion of funds on support

services; and that appiicants with high sup?grt needs were

likely to be screened out by training vendors.

Still another potential disincentive was the research require-

ment that sites recruit at least 200 youths to be randomly

assigned to experimental and control groups of approximately

100 members each: The control group would not be eligible for

services at the site or be referred to other training vendors

in any preferential way.

This requirement imposed burdens of two kinds on JOBSTART oper-

ators and SDAs. First; it meant that training vendors had to
expand their recruitment efforts in order to enroll a number
of youths whom they would never serve, thereby increasing
their operating costs. Second, the denial of services to
controls was a very sensitive i1ssue for some sites since
youths would be recruited for the program and then turned
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away.  Moreover, if SDAs were having difficulty enrolling
youths; the creation of a control group was likely to cause

concern about the effects of the demonstration on youth

enrollment levels within the SDA.
Thus, JOBSTART is targeted to a group known to be difficult to serve
and often ignored by JTPA training vendors. Moreover, the JOBSTART model

was designed to offer training that is longer and more intensive than most

JTPA training. This had significant implications for launching the demon-
stration. The fact that programs like JOBSTART are relatively raré in the
JTPA environmént meant either that the pool of potential sites would be
quite limited or that existing programs would have to beé significantly
modified to conform to the program design. The opportunity for modifica-
tion was limited, however, by the lack of financtal incentives and by
concerns about how JOBSTART would affect the ability of both training

vendors and local JTPA staffs to meet the system's performance standards.

This combination of circumstances —- a more disadvantaged target group
receiving longer and more intensive training -- has serious implications

understanding why these concerns could act as powerful disincentives fop
program operators or SDAS to participate in or provide funding for the
JOBSTART demonstration.

As explained above, national performance standards for the JTPA system

are established by the U.S. Department of Labor using seven measures.
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These federal performance standards are passed on to the SDAs after gover-
nors adjust them for local conditions, using parameters specified by DOL;17

set-aside); after two years, thé governor is expected to impose a reorgah-
ization plan on the SDA. The plan may bar specified service providers from
receiving funds, restructure the PIC, or designaté a new administrative
entity. However, the 6 percent set=aside is also used by governors to
provide incentive grants to SDAs that exceed their performance standards.

system at the local as well as the state level, JTPA staffs have a clear
interest in ensuring that their contractors perfora well and qualify the
SDA for state incentive funds. Therefore, they adjust the state-required

contracts with individual training vendors. Thus, contractors are often
required to meet higher standards than the SDA as a whole must meet.

An operator's failure 'to meet the contractually-required performance
standards may lead to a reduction in or termination of funding in the next

contract year and -- if the contract is "performance=based"18 -= presult in

financial loss during the current contract year. However, it is not just
the fear of financial loss that motivates contractors or SDAS; equally

important are the rewz:ds built into the system. Particularly in SDAs

-30-

59




where bonus money is available for contrac »'s who exceed performance
goals; there is added incazntive for program operators to achieve higher
entered employment and positive termination r:<es than those specified in
the contract: '

Thus, the way JTPA performance standards are structured seems to drive
the system toward achieving higher and higher entered employment and
positive termination rates. This has a ratchet effect on setting standards
in subsequent years since the national standards are recalculated every two
years, based on actual performance 'during the vpﬁéiribﬁé cycle. If SDAs do
consistently better than planned, they will be expected to perform at an
even higher rate in the next cycle:

Because the JTPA system is geared toward high performance at a low

performance standards urge SDAS to be flexible -q setting their positive
termination and cost per positive termination standards for programs

serving young high schooi dropouts and other hard-to-employ groups: 19

seem overwhelmingly favorable to the implementation of the JOBSTART demorn-

stration when MDRC began the process of site selection in the spring of
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1985. There were some encouraging signs, however: In particular, the
documented failure of SDAs across the country to meet the youth expenditure
targets in the JTPA legislation had aitracted considerable attention, and a
number of national organizations, as well as state and local policymakers,
system. The report produced by Grinker Associates on the implementation of
JTPA Found that SDAS have increased the percentage of funds spent on youths
and have also taken Somé modest steps toward providing services to the more

needy among the eligible population.20

Especially important was the emphasis given to deveioping the youth
employment competéncy systems authorizéd by JTPA. These systems generally
recognize competencies of three different types: pre-employment and work
maturity skills, basic education skills, and job skills for specific
occupations. These competéncies are seen a8 key to increasing the youth
positive termination ratés and encouraging more innovative training
utrategies in the SDAs.

The early implementation reports on JTPA all indicated that PICS had
been slow to develop competency Heasures. By laté 1984, efforts were being
made to provide PICs with technical assistance for developing these
competency systems. Legislation passed in the summer of 1984 allowing SDAS

to count the youths' attairment of competencies as an outcomeé measure in

until early 1985, however.) Previously, in performance-based contracts,
contractors could only be paid for training-related placements.

One other roadblock, as noted earlier, has been the lack of approp-
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priate data:. Only in July 1986 were employment competencies added as a
separate reporting item; aithough the JTPA legislation indicated that ébAs
termination rates. It is expected that the development of these systems
and 1nformation on their use will eéncourage more SDAs to try 1nnovat1ve
training strategies and to offer basic education, especially to high-risk
groups.21 The wider utilization of Such systems is likely to facilitate
the implementation of the JOBSTART and similar modeis within the JTPA
system.

Also. helpful to the implementation of the JOBSTART demonstration
during the last year was the growing interest among the employment and
iraining community in remedial or basic educatioii. During 1985,

policymakers and planners were encouraging locil operators to inc’ude
educational components in their Summer Youth Employment Programs, and
legislation to that éffect was introduced in CongrESQ. By 1986, the U.S.
Department of Labor had also endorsed the concept.22

Increasing attention was also being paid to thé neéd for basic educa-
tional instruction in regular Titie IIA programming. In particular, the
greater availability of basic education eurricula using individualized,
competency-based and computer-assisted instruction, such as the

Comprehensive Compéténcies Program (CCP) developed by the Remediation and

Training Institute, increased the potential pool of JOBSTART sites: The
study by Grinker Associates found that in program year 1984, SDAS were
expanding their use of basic or remediai education, although it remained a

very small part of total pProgramming.23




These developments were likely to both increase interest in JOBSTART
at the local SDA level and make it easier for training vendors to operate
the demonstration under JTPA auspices. Specific aspects of the demon=
stration itself made it appealing to program operators and JTPA agencies,
inctuding the prestige associated with being part of a national

demonstration; the opportunity to answer more definitively many key
questions about what works for youth dropouts; and -- in a system which has
limitéd funding available for téchnical assistancé and program planning ==
the opportunity to develop new program initiatives and receive technical
assistance in program design and management. Further, although MDRC could
not provide the operating funds for JOBSTART, it was able to provide
525;060 of corporate or foundation funds to each of the sites, and planned
to help them develop supplemental funding if necessary.

Thus, although many JTPA paliciés and practices seemed to discourage
participation in the JOBSTART demonstration, theré weré also compelling
reéasons why SDAS and program operators might want to join. The degree to
Wwhich SDAS and program operators résponded positiveély to MDRC'S récruitmént

éfforts is discussed in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

i e

The process of JOBSTART site selection and development presented a
number of challenges when MDRC began this phase of thé demonstration in the
spring of 1985. MDRC planned to recruit 10 to 15 sites to operate
JOBSTART, each of which would need at least 200 JOBSTART=eligible youths.
By a process of random é;t:sighni'éh't, half of the youths at each site would
enter an experimental group, eligible for JOBSTART services; the other half
would be designated as a control group, not eligible to receive such
services. The numbér of SiteS, as well as the number £§ be enrolled at

encth site, was determined by the need to develop a large enough research
sample to ensure that program impacts of the anticipated size could be
detected with statistical reliability. Sites had to be recruited,
moreover, at a timé whén MDRC could wot pr-vide them with operating funds,
and when there were a number of impediment~ :c rounting strategies such as
JOBSTART in the JTPA system, as discussia in he vrevicus chapter.

In order to provide the strongest test ¢ the : ogram model, MDRC

hoped to recruit program operators experienced %:. ».~.ring vrograms with the

same components and for the same population &8 9B, .2T: This would help
not only to eliminate start-up probléms, but aisc - ensure 'hat JOBSTART

participants received instruction of proven quality. It was understood,
however, that the universe of such prograr=z in the current JTPA system was

likely to be small, both for the reasons discussed in the previous chapter
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dropout youths. Therefore, MDRC was preparéd to enroll sites that could
show evidence of the following:

® A nistory of strong program management, effective leadership
and fiscal stability;

® Experience in running the JOBSTART program components or in

working with the target population of young dropouts who are

poor readers;

e The capacity to reach the random assignment goal, either by

documenting previous =svccess is recruiting high school

dropouts; or by formulating plans for a new outreach strategy;

@ The willingness and capacity to conform to the JOBSTART

operating guidelines and make changes in current programs

where necessary; and

e The willingness to abide by the research requirements of the

demonstration; including random assignment and reporting

responsibilities.

identified and developed sites for the demonstration; its success in meet-
ing its site selection goals; and the impiications for the resecarch design:

The concluding sections focus on the role that JTPA agencies and staffs

played in launching the demonstration and examine why program operators, &=

well as locat and state JTPA staffs, were receptive to JOBSTART despite the

operational disincentives ciscussed i Chapter 2.

Agart from the wi-residcitial Job Corps locatin %, the process of
devéloping JOBSTART 8ité:n reflectad the cdecentralized rnuturé of the JTPA
system. At thé national i.vel, * il Workea %ith a number f public inter-
est groups iuvolved u:%n .opiv ..ot and ¢ ..aning, including the National

Governors' Association, rhe Xt oo ¢ 3002 a%i ui of Counties, -2ae National
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League of Cities, the National Job Training Partnership, Inc., as well as
the National Alliance of Business, which has also been instrumental in
supporting information exchange emong the JOBSTART Sites. MDRC publicized
JOBSTART through the newsletters, annual meetings and technical assistance
conferences of these organizations, and worked with their staffs to identi-
fy both JTPA contractors that wepe running similar programs and local op
state JTPA agencies that might have an interest in funding an innovative
program for young dropouts. Efforts to identify school-based sites were
made through professional education organizations, such as the Institute
f‘or Educational Leader:: hip, the American Vocational Association:
eouncil of Chief State School 6f‘ficers, the Courieil of Great r‘if" s

and the Americen Association of School Administrators.

Below this level, the channels of approach veried considerably.
some cases, MDRC worked through states to identify potentisi sites and
tocal SDAs interested in supporting JOBSTART; in others, the first approach
was made through the local agency responsible for adminstering &TPA funds;
in still 6£hers, the initial contact was an inféréétéd program operator.

initial screening, usually by telephone, for interest in and suitability
for the demonstration. This screening was followed by an assessment visit
in which MDRC staff identified the specific areas that seemed to need modi-

fications and began develobiﬁé strategies to accomplish the necessary



changes. ~MDRC staff continued to work with these potential sites on
meeting thé JOBSTART operating guidelines in subséquent visits and by
telephone. (The kinds of changes these programs made are discussed in
Chapter 4.) Where necessary, MDRC staff also hélped program operators to
win local JTPA support for the demonstration or to obtain supplemental

Only after several months of observation and negotiation == when
programs had demonstrated sufficient capacity and willingness to adapt to

greater degree of uniformity and centralization that characterizes the

network of federally-administered Job Corps Centers. Both the national
Office of the Job Corps and the Employment and Training Administration's
research arm, the Office of Strategic Planning and Program Development,
strongly endorsed the inclusion of the non-residential components of four
Job Corps Centers in the demonstration. MDRC was thus able to work through
the national Job Corps office to identify appropriate sites and explore
interest in the demonstration:

The Job Corps director gave MDRC information on enrollee demographics
and operating capacity 6?. all the Job Corps Centers with non-residential

directors and their corporate and non-profit contractors. Negotiations on
procedural changes and how to meet the research guidelines had to be worked

out with each site, but the process was facilitated by the national



office's decision to waive regulations and standard procedures that would
have slowed down JOBSTART implementation. The national office was also

B.

1. E

R total of 16 sites began participating in the JOBSTART
demonstration, 1 (See Table 3.1.) These sites represent a mix of
community-based  organizations,  school-based  skills  centers  and

non-residential components of Job Corps Centers. All seemed to be Strong
Programming and financial stability.

However, MDRC's efforts to recruit sites that had experience both with
JOBSTART services and the JOBSTART target population were less successful.
Not surprisingly, considéring the genesis of the JOBSTART model, the Job
Corps Centers conformed most closely to the JOBSTART guidelines. Four of
the other 12 sites are educational providers targeting young dropouts, but
had 1little or no expsrience in brokering skills training for their
enrollees. The remaining eight sites came into the demonstration with
experience in the JOBSTART service mix, but youths had not traditionally

conform to the JOBSTART model. This had implications for both the implemen-

tation and the evaluation of the JOBSTART demonstration:
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TABLE 3.1

LOCATION, SDA NAME AND RANDDM ASEIGNMENT BTART DATE DF JDBSTART SITES

‘Agancy Nems

Locstion

i

Nems of 8DA

____Randox

Assignment Start

Atisntown Yoush

Bet-fces Consortium

Atlants Job Corpe

Basic Bkills

Acsdemy (BSA)

Tretntng (CET)

Chicago Commons .
Associetion Burisass end
industriel Treining
Progrea

Connaiiey Bkiil

Lesrning Cesnter

Capitol HRegior o
Educetion Councsl (CREC)

Esst Los Angelas
8kill Center

EL Cantro Coacunity
CoiLisgs Job Treining

Cantsr

Emily Brif7ith Dpporiun-
ity 8Bchoc: (EBJS]

Los Angal2¢ Job Corpe
Phoenix .. Leords
Bscramanté Job Cofpe

8ER - Job's Tor Progress

BER - Joba ror Progrees

éuff.lo. i?

Atisntess BA
New York, NY
Sen Joeser CAl

Chicego, IL

Pittsburgh, PA
Hertfords CT
ntot ihg.lio. EA

Batlesy TX

Denvar, CO

Los Angslesr Ta
Phosni xi &2

Secrementar CA
Corpus Ehrsecis

TX

Miiwaukes, W1

stanty Tochaical Cellege jalbemarts; NG

Buffslo/Cheskto-

Conaorttum
NZA

New York City

Bante Clars

County

City of Chicago

City of Pitts-
burgh

Hartford
City of Los
Angeles

City of Dallas

City and County
of Denvap
#rA

A/ A

M

> e

N/
City of Rorius
Chrtsei7iinaces
County

Hitiavkss County

[éﬁnsfakina

June iééé

‘|August 1886

Octobsr 1886
Novenber 1885

March 1886

August 1885
April 1886

May 1886

March 1886

Aprit 1886
Algue+ 1886
Luns 1886

fesubar 1888

5Efob.r i§§§

April 1886

November 1885

NOTES:

S om—

s

K/A indicetes not sppliucble besavuss these Job Corps Centers sre.

fedarsliy fundad sad nporetes by nrivste cintrsctors end sre not part of the SDA

sy Gtem.
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e First, because many of the sites required more changes than

had been anticipated, the site development phase was extended

and initiacion of random assigrment was sometimes delayed; and

e Second, because the start-up period was longer once sites were

operational, the overall evaluation will cover a shorter

period of operational maturity.

A particularly problematic area of negotiation during the site
development phase was the issue of Services to controls. In developing the
JOBSTART design, a basic assumption was that the targeted youths --
to have @ccess to alternative education and training programs. Ideally,
the research design would require that operators not serve members of the
control group either in JOBSTART or in other programs operated at their
site for a minimun of two years, and not refer controls in any preferential
way to other sérvice providers:

Many sites found this to be an onerous burden. Where sites had
tronble recruiting youths and filling available slots, having to turn away
eligible applicants was extremely difficult, particularly if the 5ite was
under contractual obligation to the JTPA agency to enroll a specified
number of youths. A number of the school-based sites believed that the
service provisions for controls confiicted with their legal résponsibility
to serve anyone who wanted to enroll. In addition; in SDAS that were
baving difficulty meeting their youth expenditure goals; JTPA Staff and
other service providers were reluctant to turn youths away without
referring them to othér Sérvice programs:

Recognizing these difficulties, MDRC was able to negotiate wWith

JOBSTART operators on a site-by-site basis, winning agreement that JOBSTART

ey




operators would exclude controls from JOBSTART servi-es and refrain from
concerted efforts to enroil them in other programs. Referral to iess
comprehensive and intensive programs, such as GED preparation; was allowed.

3. Funding

Operating funds for JOBSTART sites are provided from a combination of
sources. As anticipated; the buii of the operating costs are provided
through locally-awarded JTPA :unds as part of thé normal contracting
process in JTPA seérvice delivery areas. Most of the JTPA funding comes
from the SDAS' 78 percent allocation; “ut a few SDAS have used their share
of state-allocated 8 percent f :JS to support JOBSTART prug:-'ams. 7lable
3.2 shows funding Sources for t-. JOBSTART sites.) Iu some c..es, the JTPA
contracts do not distinguish oetween JOBSTART and other program activities
at the site. (See Chapter 5 for detalls on the contracting process.)
Incremental funding from local JTPA sources across all &ites was in excess
of $1.2 million.

Nine of the JOBSTART sites have alSo been awarded a special grant froii
the state-controlled 8 percent set-asides reserved for governors to promote
linkages between training and educational programs. MDRC was instrumental
in leveraging these grants ~- which range from $50,000 to $126,000 per site
and total $756,000 =- for the JOBSTART projects. Two other Sités are using
8 percent funds for JOBSTART, although the state did not make specific
awards to the demonstration.:

Every site has also been awarded a $25,000 grant from corporate and
foundation contributions made to MDRC: This grant is intended to help

defray the additional ocosts of operating the demonstration |.cogram,
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TABLE 3.2

FUNDING SUURCES “0R JOBSTART BITES

— — A ——— T T
__ _JTPA Title IIA Funding 826,000 Corpors:
] X — o Foundetion Brent
Bite - 783° 1 ‘Locer exP Bteta 83° Other |Awsrded Throughn
Allentown x o o
B8A (pitot phase) o Ai B; C .
B8A ] A8, C (]
CET x ° ¢ o
Chicego Commone a ' o o
Connet tay o X As B o
CREC - o _ i X c - o
EB08 - o 0 . A o
EL Csntro ° °o A o
BER~Corpus Chrieti o 0 o
IER~MiLwsukes x o
itanly Tach o e A 6
KEYs x indiostes exieting funding designated raor JOBSTART

0 indicetes supplementst funding secured for JOBSTART o

“A" 1acludes in-kind school contributions pr_other educetion funds

"B" taoLudes contributions from Loaal foundetione or ather organizatione

"C" tnoctudee other faderei, state, or lLooel moniss

NOTES:  %78% of JiPA Titte IIA Punde sre et tocated by formule to Bcetess
Pex of & eteta'm JTPA Titta IIA sllocati = is ressrved tor coordinesion with aducatio

ogreas. Looel 8% funding refers to thet porticn which ie dietributeds, et stete disorstion; to Lo
irvice delivery ersse to SpeRd on prajecte of their chotl ce,
~ “State 8x funding refars ta the portion of the 8% sducetion set-asids dietributed dir
8 stete to epscifia progrems or projscts.
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including those imposed by the research requireménts for data collection
and recruitment of controls.
A number of sites are using other state or local funds to supplement

demonstration. In some cases, thesé funds wére made available specifically
for JOESTART; in other case3s, they are part of the normal operating budget

which rhe JOBSTART operator has decided to use for JOBSTART enrollees. The

sites in the current JIPA environment; given that additional money has come

to JOBSTART from corporavs and :oundation contributions, state funds and
other resources. Hownver, it is difficult at this point to estimate the

total funding available for;,; or the costs of, the demonstration because
many of the J'iPA contracts at the JOBSTART sites cover other program
activities and service groups in addition to JOBSTART -- and others do not
include support services or other costs. Data collected as part of the

benefit-cost analysis will enable determination of program costs.

el 777;,,,,,,,

The length of time required to identify and develop sites for the

JOBSTART demonstration varied from a minimum of six months to over a year:
The phase-in of sites also took over a year. The first site began random
assignment in August 1985 and the last in October 1986.

A number of factors eéxplain thé extéumdéd dévelopment phase in the

JOBSTART demonstration:
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e First, more sites than expected required substantial modifica-

tions in their program designs. To reduce start-up effects in

the study as a whole; MDRC encouraged sites to delay random

assignment until new elements wére in place and staff had

sufficient time to adjust to them.

o Second, sites frequently had to go through complicated and

time-consuming procedures to obtain JOBSTART funding:
Community-based organizations were particularly vulnerable to
problems caused by delays in receiving funding since they
often did not have a reserve of funds to covér such expenses
as hiring new staff. School-based sites, on the other hand,

were better able to cover expenses with other accountS when
delays ensued. :

® Third, start-up had to be synchronized with the funding and

enrollment patterns at each site and with the JTPA program
year. While programs structured on an open-entry/open-exit
basis could enroll JOBSTART students at any time, those with
fixed cycles of services could only begin at specified
intervals. In addition, if a site was unable to "carry"
enrollees in%o the next JTPA program year, random assignment
had to take place early in the year to allow students to

complete training before the contract ran out.

» Fourth, the protracted negotiations over servicés to controls

delayed program implementation at a number of sitss.
The next chapter analyzes other issues concerning program Start-up and
provides information on ti:c program modifications made by sites for the

JOBSTART demonstration.

The fact that 12 JOBSTART sites -- excluding the four Job Corp loca-
tions -- are operating the program with JTPA Title II funding représents an

target group in the JTPA System.2

Certain innovative JTPA agencies are faciiitating the implementation
of the demonstration in a variety of ways: JTPA stufss ir all of the SDAs

where JOBSTART sites are located have given their approval for eaca sité's
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participation in the demonstration, and some have earmarked funding érbe'éi-
fically for JOBSTART. In‘certain cara:, lczal JTPA staf? have 'pia’y:ed an
active role in the site identification and selection process, been
instrumental in helping to develop the necessary program modifications, and
monitored program implementation in its early months. JOBSTART has also
received the endorsement of a number of states: as noted, JTPA resources
from governors' discretionmary funds are being used in all but one uon-Job
Corps site. In two states, the funds were awarded to the JOBSTART program
through a request-for-proposals (RFP) competition; in four, the JOBSTART

award was made through a non-competitive funding process: In two others;

where 8 percent funds were typically awarded to the site each year; the

Eiié operator decided to use them for JOBSTART. In a number of these
states,; as well as in others where funding was not available, state staffs
-- as in the case of local JTPA staffs -- were instrumental in developing
support and funding for JOBSTART and identifying appropriate sites.

In about half of the locations -- excluding Job ééhbé sites -- where

JOBSTART is being run (Los &ngeles; Albemarle, North C€arolina; Denver;

worked closely with MDRC to identify and nurture a site, committed itself

at an eariy point to provide funding, and otherwise Ffacilitated the
implementation of the JOBSTART program. In a few of these locations, MDRC
was asked by the JTPA staff to choose the most appropriate program among

its training vendors, or to develop the specifications for an RFP or a sole

source contract that would meet the JOBSTART guidelines. In Hartford, the



PIC provided the initial contact with the site, but the primary
developmental work was done by the Capital Region Education Council, the
In other instances, interest in JOBSTART at the state level helped to
bring sites into the demonstration. Thus, the availability of state funds
was used to leverage interest in JOBSTART at the local ievel in Denver,
Dallas and Corpus Christi: Elsewhere, state funding was used to supplement
local JTPA funding for JOBSTART, but local intereést was not contingent on
the state's c-amitment of Ffunds.
City), MDRC worked with program operators to develop interest in the
demonstration; and then approached the local JTPA agency. The degree of
support provided by JTPA staffs in these siter varied considerably,

although all endorsed the demonstration:

An explanstion of why program operators and JTPA sStaffs iere
interested in JOBSTART clarifies JOBSTART's importance both as a program
for tigh school dropouts and as a social experiment: Discussions with
JOBSTART operators and JTPA officials at the state and local levels suggest
that several motives were instrumental in the decision to participate in or
support the demonstration.

1.

current program offerings by testing new approaches, refining familiar

ones, expérimenting with enriched or enhanced services, or working with a
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different target group. Some welcomed additional funding; and many valued
the prestige attached to being part of a national demonstration. A few
viewed the demonstration as an opportunity to validate what theip program

had been doing in recent years. Most, however, regarded JOBSTART as an
- pportunity for program and staff development, and were willing to comply
with random assignment and the other research responsibilities in order to

Sités weré alsc attracted by the opportunities for technical assis-

tance provided through MDRC'S dévelopmental efforts and contacts with ather
JOBSTART operators. In addition to the on-site work done by its own staff,
MDRC arranged for thé JOBSTART sites to be ¢rained in recruitment and
motivation strategiés by 70001 Ltd., & national youth employment organiza-
tion that works extensively with dropout youths, and periodicaliy brought
ideas on operational strategies. JOBSTART staff have also developed their
own informal networks of information exchange. For example, Allentown
staff from Buffalo visitéd Center for Employment Training staff in San
Jose; the Basic Skills Academy in New York City helped train CREC staff in
Hartford on computér-assisted curriculum procédures; and staff from the
-Phoenix Job éorps site visited the ﬁurpus Christi SER site to get advice on
recruitment strategies.

2. Ine SDA Perspective

For JTPA officials, JOBSTART offered many of the same attractions. In
general, they wanted better answers to questions about the most effective
ways t serve dropouts and ycuths whc are poor readers, and sought the

natioinal recognition tl:at participation in the demonstration would bring.
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Local JTPA staffs were most supportive of JOBSTART when thére was a
pre-existing commitment to target services to dropouts or youths, or a
special interest in linking basic education with skills training. Three
SDAs, discussed below, becamé involved in JGBSTART because of a growing
oncern about the high proportion of JTPA applicants and enrollees who Wére
deficient in basic skills. In these SDAs, officials saw JOBSTART not just
as a special program for teenage dropouts, but as a general strategy that
has application to a much broader spectrun of the JTPA-eligible population.

In Corpus Christi, JTPA officials had endorsed the JOBSTART concept
even before they were approached about the demonstration: SDA statistics

in program year 1984 indicated that about two-thirds of JTPA applicants
tested were reading below the Sixthlgfédé level; whether or not they had a
high school diploma. The serious job placement and retention probléms that
resulted led the PIC to develop an RFP for a program to provide basic
education, occupational skil's training, and intensive support services for
bigh school dropouts and high school graduates who were performing poorly.
The training vendor who was awarded the funds became the JOBSTART operator
after supplemental state funding was arranged.

In the SDA for Hartford, Connecticut; JOo,.TART was also endorsed as

part of a larger drive to refocus JTP4 training to provide instruction in
basic education. Key officials on t-e PIC =- the policy arm of the iocal
JTPA system -- had long-standing concerns about thé provision of services
to high-risk youths. These concsros were reinforced by growing evidence
that JTPA enrollees' deficiencies in basic skills were undermining training
efforts in the advanced techrology industries that were a staple of the

local economy. Once the JOBSTART model had been developed at CREC, staff
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at the Hartford Employment Resource Developme:i Azé.cy (ERDA) == the
administrative entity for JTPA <= also became intepesied in the program.
Believing that JOBSTART can serve as a mcdel in develr; iag a “"feeder"
system of basic education Coursés into skills training, ERDA staff have
designed a new system of payment and performance Siandards to facilitate
the JOBSTART impleme:i: - .0n.

Similarly, the Mayor's Office of Employment and Training in Chicago
became interested in JOBSTART out of concern about basic skills
deficiencies of both youth and adult enrollees and the failure of JTPA
contractors to address this problem: 1985 statistics indicated that
one-third of the JTPA enrolleces lacked the basic skills that employers
considered critical for entry-level jobs. To push training vendors to do
more in program year 1986, all JTPA contractors must show how they plan to
address educational deficiencies in their programs when they apply for
funds. Staff regard JOBSTART as an opportunity to tes: the strategy of
coupling basic education directly with skills training.

In other SDAs, JOBSTART has gained importance as a specialized program
to help young dropouts rather than as a more general approach to linking
basic education and skills training. The opportunity to operate the iemon-
stration in school-based sites was a key factor in the commitment of funds

in thess areas, because the involvement of the local school system is seen
as critical to the dev: opment of an approach to fight the dropout problem.
In Denver, for 'éiiﬁble', JOBSTART is being funded as part of a state-wide
political initiative to improve dropout prevention and dropout reciamation
strategies in the public school system. In Pittsburgh, JOBSTART represents

the collaborative efforts of a local business intermediary group (the
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Allegheny Conference on Community Development), the JTPA system and the
public school system to address the dropout problem. In LoS Angeles, the
availability of local 8 percent funding for JOBSTART was contingent upon
the involvement of the ééhbbl system in the project. The implementation of
JOBSTART at this site was also seen as an opportunity to test the new youth
employment competency system which had been developed by the PIC in

conjunction with the local school system.

the development or implementation ¢~ JUBSTART at tpe demonstration sites.
3: Ihe State Perspective
The emphasis in JOBSTART on combining basic education and skills

training made the state 8 percent set-aside a natural source of funds for

JOBSTART sites: In adurtion, the earmarking of 8 percent set-aside funds
for JOBSTART at the state level generally reflected a commitment to funding .

innovative progrars or to improving services for high-risk groups, includ-

ing dropouts. The demonstration natupe of the project with its strong
research component was another compelling reason for many States to fund
JOBSTART.

$91,000 from the state 8 percent set-aside through an RFP process run by
the State Division of Community Colleges; the only award made under the
category reserved for progra- innovztion. JOBSTART was favorably viewed

given the state's interest in developing competency-based training
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encouraging community colleges to work with a younger clientele.

~ In Denver, the Governor's Job Training Office was the catalyst behind
the JOBSTART demonstration. Dropouts have béén a policy priority at the
state level in Colorado for séveral yeéars. In late 1984, the governor
convened a special task force to study the problem; the following year, the

governor's 8 percent set-aside was reserved to fund dropout prevention and
reclamation projects: $50,000 was awarded to JOBSTART. . As in North
Carolina, the state views JOBSTART as providing an opportunity to help the
public school system develop effoctive strategies for attacking the dropout
systems.

Tho two JOBSTART sites in New York (Allentown and the Basic Skills
Academy) successfully competed for 8 percent funding through the State

Education and Empioyment Demonstrations (SEED) program: The awards were
for $66,000 and $82,000, respectively: The SEED program funds innovative
approaches to improve the education and employment of those most in need of
services, including at-risx youths and ﬁﬁéﬁﬁiéiéi adults. The JOBSTART
-program was particularly . attractive given the state's emphasis on
"mul ti-service centers using the latest learning technologies to provide
out-uf-school youths and adults with a wide-range of educational, training,
counSéiing, and placement services. "3

In California, the $50,000 awarded by the State dJob Training

Coohdinéting Council to each of two JOBSTAKT sites refiects the Counci:'s
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interest in targeting funds to h. gh-risk youths: Concern aboiit the special
employment problems faced by this group led the Council to set up a Youth
Subcommittee in 1984. It was charged witn ﬁ‘éﬁéiiﬁg a report to delineate
gles to combat it, and recommend ways for the Council to address the issie
in setting state JTPA policy. The commitment of funds for JOBSTART was one
way of implementing those recommendations, which included targeting all
JTPA funds to high-risk groups, providing incentives to encourage more
intensive. training, and developing bétter linkages of remedial education
with training.’

The Illinois Department of Commércé and Coumunity Affairs was able to
provide $114,000 for the Chicago JOBSTART site out of unexpended JTPA 8
percent carry-over money that came under its jurisdiction: .These funds,
which are traditionaily used to support demonstrations, gather labor market
information and cover other administrative costs, represent a highly
flexible source of funding for local programs.

In Texas, JOBSTART provides a way to respond to the emphasis in the
state's youth policy on program modeis for at<risk groups; coordination
between education and employment training, and the development of
competéncy-based training. JOBSTART is also viewed as a useful complement
to two other youth initiatives funded by the state: an in<school dropout
prevention program and a residential youth conmservation corps project:
State funding comes through the Texas Department of Community Affairs from
efforts; starting in 1985, the remainder of the 8 percent set-aside in

Texas is allocated to SDAs to support programs targeting at-risk and
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.a~d-to-serve youths. Staff at the Department of Community Affairs have
not onity provided funds for JABSTART, but alsc reviewed SDA plans zad other
documents to identify existing programs that might serve as JOBSTART sites
and visited them with MDRC staff. The state has provided $128,000 to the

4. Reasons for Nonparticipation

The JOBSTART sites and the SDAs and states that are funding them do
not, of course; represent the universe of program operators or JTPA
agencies that serve dropout youths or who are interested in doing so. Some
interested sites could not be considered for inciusion in the demonstration
because their service philosophy or program modeis could not be easily
adapted to conform to the JOBSTART guidelines. Still others were in areas
where the potential pool of JOBSTART enroilees was too small for the
research design. Others were unwilling to accept random assignment and the
requirement not to serve the control group:. Two additional states were
willing to commit funds to JOBSTART, but no interested or appropriate site
could be identified, despite the joint eftorts of state JTPA and MDRC



CHAPTER 1

This chapter presents an overview of the sites in the JOBSTART
demonstration and explores challenges that they faced in impiementing
JOBSTART. It firsi examines the types of agencies or organizations that
are operating JOBSTART and the variations in program structire anhd content

working with the target population and in providing ths JOBSTART
components. Finally, = chapter examines the changes that sites had to

other factors affectéd program start-up.

A. iSiﬁﬁLjﬁLAzgnsiéﬁzéﬁéféiizﬁ:JQBSIAEI

Both educational and skil1S training providers are responsible for ad-
ministering JOBSTART at demonstration sites. Table 4.1 shows that JOBSTART
is operated by schools at five sites and by community-based organizations
at seven; at four sites, JOBSTART i run as the non-residential component
of Job Corps Centers. Theé school-based sites inciude both community

Connecticut. Some of the organizations that operate JOBSTART are education
providers targeting youths and othérs ure multi-service skills centers

offering basic education as part of their service mix.
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TABLE 4.1 [continued)

Target Population

Total Annual
E’nrélligiii

[JUBSTAAT Experimantals

. Plannad Number of

JUBSTAT En
__ 38 Parcai
of Total Em

:remento Job Corps Nom-rosidential Low tncomes unemployed | 275 residentisl; 7 100 25
component of Job Corps [ycuth, 16-21 " 20 nor—residentiat
| = Corpue Chriati 80 dropouts and Low—func- 120 100 80
tioning high achool '
graduates
- i iwsukes o adutts and im-snd-out 450 100 20
of school youth; 16-21
nly Tech Community Collage  |tndividuals 17 and 1200 100 10
o - older . ] B
SOURCEz  Program records and ataff fnteriiows.
NO7:3:  ®Percentages are roundad to ths nearsst GXe

b : - . . el
Two thousand students ara snrolled at any point in tims.
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All the sites are experiénced program oberztors with good performance
records and historieés of institutional stability. Each has proven

adaptable to the changing policy environment as well as to the changing
iéb"o’i* market cbnditibﬁs in their local areas:. A11 have established strong
reputations in their communities and had the support of the local JTPA
agency in embarking on the demonstration.

1.

The non-residential components of the four Job Corps Centers in
JOBSTART (Atlanta, Los Angeles, Fhoeénix aund Sacramento) form a special
subset of the JOBSTART sités for a numbér of reasons. First, “ccause they
are not part of the service delivery system funded undér Titlé ITIA of JTPA,
these sites are administered quite differently. Their funding comes from
‘the national Office of the Job Corps, and three of the four are operated by
private, for-profit corporations. Théir administration is more closely
governed by federal regulations, and their services arc more standardized
than at other .TARSTART sites.

SFieiu, o.cause these JOBSTART sites are attached to Job Corps
residential centers, enrollees have access to a much broader array of
services znd facilities than at other JOBSTART sites. These include the
opportunity to obtain on-site health care, to participate in ceam and
individual sports and to join "elective classes," such as arts and crafts
and drivers' education. Three meals a day are avai:ible. In addition,
compared to the oth r JOBSTART sites, the Job Corps sites offer more
financial assistance and incentive payments. Enrollees are paid a basic
allowance of $40 per month, which increases to $80 by the sixth month of

enrollment. Corps members also receive clothing allowances during the
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first, third and sixth months of enrollment: In addition, each sonth, $75
is placed in an ‘"escrow" account set up for each trainee (which is

forfeited by program departure before the end of six months). Within six
months, a Job Corps enrollee can be paid as much as $1,000;, and the payment
schedule increases thereafter. In contrast, the needs-based payments
available at most of the JOBSTART sites total between $650 and $860 over
six months: Only SER in Corpus Christi provides a total package =qual to
t*: Job Corps payments: its $8 per diém payment would totai $1,040 over six

months,

of services already offered by Job Corps Centérs, these sites had extensive
expsrience witk all the JOBSTART cemponents and with the target population;

they ¢1d not have to modify their programs in ordér to participzte: Except

for the nééd to recruit more youths and ~orate random assignment,
operating JOBSTAKT was business as usual rour Joo Corps enters.
é. %

As required by the JOBSTART operating guidélines; ail the JOBSTART
sites are providing a minimum of 500 hours of classrcom instruction in
occupational skills and 200 hours of basin educaticn, & range of support
services, and job placement assistamce. #ithin these parameters, however,
there is considerabile diversity across the sités in both the kinds of
services that are offered and in the way in which service delivery is
strucfuréd.

As d.scussed beiow, service delivery systems of the difverent JOBSTART

sites vary according to whether:



e the edr .-~ and y-aining components are offered concurrently

or in a .. . ity

e all the euwrtutin. nd training services are provided by
program 3tulf o some are Hrowwz-cd from other service
providers;

classes are opsiited on a fixed cycle or an opeu-
entry/open-exit basis; and

e the dropout youths are combined in classes with older or more
educationally advanced students, or taught in separate
classes. :

(Table 4.2 shows variations by site.)

It is worth repeating that sites were allowed to vary in these ways
because there was no good evidence to indicate that one approach was better
than another, and because it was also recognized that all these approaches
are routinely utilizéd in the field. In this respect, the mixture of sites
in JOBS*ART is probabiy typical of the universe of such programs
nationwide.

However, the different sStrategies may have distinct strengths #id
weaknesses. In thé later implementation analysis of JOBSTART, it wil. .
helpful to consider how program structure affects: students' access to a
range of training options; thé availability of training when students seek
it; the length of timé students spend i., thé program; and the ability of
students to absorb the course material and to becomé profici~snt in ike

skill area.

1:

The 12 sites that are not attached to the Job Corp Cénters are evenly
divided into sequential and concurrent programs with sii offering basic
education before skills training, and six providing the two

simultaneously.? The Job Corps sites all offér concurrent programming,



TABLE 4.2

SELECTED PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS AT JOBSTART SITES

N Locidon of | Typm of Gmpuer|

Sequence of _Program Occupational Assi6ted Education Scheduled L

L Components |  Schedile Treining Bystem of Progrm
i sequantial open antry/axit brokered cop® a
Jab Corps concurrent open entry/Zexit omsite varisd 8
sequenti at open sntry/exit brokersd coeb a
concurrsnt open antry/axit on-sits fnone 7
Cammons concurrant fixed cycle on-si te fone 7-8
v concurrant fixed cycle ool te cec® ]
ssqiantiat | open entry/exit brokered oo’ a
» ‘concurrent open entry/exit o~ st te ncie 6
concurrent open sntry/axit on-si ta ruc® 68
) sequenti at open entry/axit on-of e none 8
o8 Job Corpn concurrent open entry/axit on-ci te none 8
ob Corps Concurrent open entry/exit on-ai te PLATD® 8
o Job Corps concurrant open eniry/aexit onsite nona 8
» Christi concurrent fixed cycia o site PLATO® 8
1kea sequ.ntiat open entryse it ' on ai te/brokered E:t:tf»ii a
h - _ sequential open entry/cait on-si te PLATO® 8
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although some students need 2dditional instruction in basic education

The rationale for sequencing occupstionz;i trairirz =iter educational
instruction is the expectation that == as poorer readers -- JOBSTART youths
will need remedial work before they art able to handie the written material
in a training curriculum. Anothev argument for this sequencing is that
providing education prior to skills training widens the range of available
training options. In contrast, a differént schoocl of thought argues that
instruct%on in one area to reinforce the othér. In addition, concurrent
training may be more Sttiééfi?é to dropout youths, many of whom have had

Concurrent and sequential approaches to programming present additional
advantages and disadvantages: With concurrent programming, students are
scheduled to spend six to eight hours per day in c1assés. A class day of
this length might prove too intensive and result in higher attrition rates
than if students spend fewer hours in class per day. In addition, staffs
at many sites with concurrent scheduling found it difficult to plan
individual counseling sessions; tutorials, or other special events for the
JOBSTART youths. In some cases, students were taken out of vocational
training in order to engage in these activitiés, making it even more
difficult for the youths to keep up with their work. On the other hand, by
offering more variety and greater opportunity for students to experience
the connection between educat:orai advancement. and work, thésé programs may
be more satisfying than sequential programs and more easily interest the

youths in the JOBSTART program.
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TABLE 4.3

EN*RY SCHEDULE AND SEQUENCE OF COMPONENTS
AT JOBSTART SITES
Sequence of Components
Entry Schadile Concurrent Saquantisat
Open Entry/Exit Atlante Job Caorps Allantown
CET BSA
EGDS - CREC
Eest L.A. =kiils Center EL Centro
Los Angel ; Job Corps SER - Miiwaukee
Phoenix <= Corps Stenly Tech
B | secramer:~ Job Corps
Fixed Cycle Chicego -ommons
: Connell. «
SER - Carpus Christi
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- » .tial sites face challenges of = somewhat different order. The
major concern at these sites 1s whether they will be able to move students
successfully into skills training. Two 1issues in particular seem
Pertinent: whether enrollees can be kept in the program long enough to
enable them to meet the entry criteria for skills training and whether the
start of skilis training can be synchronized with the end of educational
instrucvion. Major delays uay result in attrition. In addition, although

three to four hc £ class per day -- the total months spent in training
can be longer than at concurrent sites.

2. Brokering Services

Four of the sequential sites are ecucation providers that wiil

vendors rather than on their own.2 The other to~ sequential sites, zs well
as all the concurrent sites, will mnove students from the education
compoaent into their own on-site occcupational 8kills cour: ss. None of the
sites are using the a¢tucational services of othér agen ies: (One program
proposing this arrangement pursued the possibility of participating in the
demonstration; buf did not submit an application.]

Sites that both broker occupational skills training with outside

providers and offer it after an edu - @  sponent face another set of
chaiiéngESE

¢ Can the JOBSTART sperators ensure that a sufficient. number of
training slots will be available at the time their students

complete the educational component?

® Can they influence the quality of training or Support sc-vices

of outside vendors sufficiently to conform to the JOSSTART
model?

~65- o
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® Can they set up a system to monitor the progress of JOBSTART
students in a brokered training componént and provide
additional assistance when needed? Will they be able to
supplement the support services provided by the training
vendor, if necessary?

‘® Will they assume responsibility for Jjob placement if the
training vendor fails to do so?

Another key variable in the JOBSTART service design 4is whether the
components are scheduled on an open-entry/open-exit or a fixed cycle basis:
In an open-entry/open-exit system; students start training at any time and
move through the courses at their own pace rather than as part of a group;
in a fixed cycle schedule; students begin and end training at specified
intervals.  Three of the sites -- all providing concurrent training
(Chicago Commons, SER éﬁ Corpus Christi, and Connelley Skill Learning
Center) -~ are operating both the educational and the occupational training

components of JOBSTART on a fixed cycle basis. At these sites, both

components run only for a specified number of weeks. Elsewhere, students
can enter the educational classes a2t any time. Occupational skills
training, on the other hand, is more commonly offered with fixed starting
. and ending dates: The Center for Employment Training (CET) in San Jose is
the only concurrent site where skiils training 1s run on an
open-entry/open-exit basis.

An open-entry/exit approach seems particularly well-suited for the
JOBSTART population because the youths may have a sporadic attendance
record and need additional time to complete the course material: Fixed
cycle courses; on the other hand; are easier for administrators to schedule

and monitor. Moreover, open-ended training may be 1limited in duration in
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Practice if funding constraints or contractual obligations require students
to be terminated at the end of a funding period.

]

ijl

them in separate classes: The choice reflects both logistical constraints
(staffing and physical capacity) and philosophical commitment. Staff at
sites that have traditionally targeted services to an adult population or
to youth groups with higher reading levels believe that théir courses are
equally appropriate for youths and adults; further, they caution against
stigmatizing JOBSTART students in any way. They also argue that youths
will be less likely to engage in disruptive behavior if they are in classes
with older students, and will benefit from having more serious students to
Serve as role models. A few sites have separated the youths from adults in
the educational component for logistical reasons, but plan to mainstream
them in the skills training courses.

Among the sites that have traditionally targeted their services to

youths, two (E1 Centro Community College in Dallas and Alientown in

Buffalo) plan to keep JOBSTART youths separate from their other youth
target groups in the educational component: Allentown has chosen to create
a distinct class for 5GBSTAﬁT enroliees in the first few months, primarily
because staff fear that mixing the JOBSTART youths with other students —-

enrollees. Staff alSo want to create a sense of group identity among

JOBSTART stuvdents, and feel that Separate classes will help them bond to

each other and to the staff. Other sites are attempting to create this
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sense of group identity by planning extracurricular activities for JOBSTART

youths (EGOS in Denver, CREC in Hartford, SER in Corpus Christi) or
involving them in a peer recruitment effort (El Centro Comumunity College in

Dallas).

C. Yar s in Promram Content
The demonstration sites also vary in the eligibility criteria as well
as in thé types of services provided under the JOBSTART rubric. The key

variations are summarized below:

i‘

To énsuré that JOBSTART services would be reserved for the more
disadvantaged segments of the youth populatir:, MDRC restricted eligibility

imposed a "floor," generally a fifth-grade reading level, believing that
individuals reading below that level would be unlikely to keep up with the
skills training curricula at concurrent sites or to reach the required
entry criteria for skills training in the time allowed at sequential sites.

allowed up to 20 percent of the random assignment sample at each site to be
composed of individuals who read between the eighth- and ninth-grade
levels.

2.

All theé JOBSTART sités provide educational instruction that is

self-paced, individualized and competency-based. The approach at Chicago

Commons and the Centér for Employment Training in San Jose 1s somewhat
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unusval in that thase siteés focus on developing the specific educational
skills required in the students' chosen lines of work as opposed to the
basic skills and general knowledge usually emphasized in adult education or
GED preparation. CET, for example, encourages JOBSTART enrollees to
participate in special GED classes, but attendance is not mandatory.

As  indicated in Table 4.2, educational instruction  is
computer-assisted at the majority of the JOBSTART sites. About a quarter
of the sites use computer sequences as the primary instruction mode;
elsewhere, computers are used for supplementary drill and practice, or to

curriculum.

3. Occupatiopal Skiils Training
The kinds of training available to JOBSTART enrollees also vary by

site. The smaller organizations, such as SER in Corpus Christi; provide a

complete, or because they demand credentials at entry that JOBSTART
enrollees do not have:

X,

A key issue in the implementation of JOBSTART is the degree to which

sites will be abie to 15%6&?5%6 the education and training components. A&
number of sites seek to 1ink them by creating ties with private sector
employers, ~s discussed below.

This integration may be easier where the components are offered con=

currently. As 1indicated above, Chicago Commons and the Center for



Employment Training address educational deficiencies in the context of
skills training classes. - El Centro Community College takes a similar
approach in a supplemental lab, available two hours a week, where staff

the students' occupational skills training areas. SER in Corpus Christi

takes the less common approach of hiéiﬁg instrictors qualified to teach
both vocational and remedial education classes; JOBSTART participants take
both types of classes from the same instructor.

To link education and training, sequential sites plan to familiarize
students with available training options and entry criteria for specific

fields or vendors at the start of education ciasses.

Ut |

Both MDRC and the JOBSTART operators believe that building a strong
system of support services for JOBSTART enrollees is critical tc the
success of the demonstration. Support services are needed to combat the

and to provide additional incentives for program participation.
Given the degree of economic disadvantage of the JOBSTART population
and the fact that many enroilees have young children; the availability of

financial support may be -a ecritical Ffactor in recruiting and retaining
JOBSTART youths. However, the availability of financial assistance is
limited under JTPA. In addition to the Job Corps sites, already discussed,
eight JOBSTART sites are providing needs-based payments; ranging fros a
weekly maximum of $25 to $40. These payments are generally linked to hour=

ly attendance. To provide additional incentives, three sites are sffering



grades; (See Table 4.4 for a breakdown by site.)

Four of the sites -- or one-guarter of all sites in the demonstration
-- do not provide Eﬁi'?iﬁéﬁéiéi assistance to JOBSTART enrollees. At some
sites, PIC policy prohibits such payments; at others; stiff are reluctant
to provide such assistance to JOBSTART enrollees if other students do not
recelve it;

On-site capacity and staff experience in delivering support services

services themselves or direct students to appropriate social service
agencies. The exception is BEGOS in Denver, where the SDA contracts with a
community-based organization to provide support services for aill JTPA

enrollees. At EGOS, JOBSTART enrolleés are also referred to this agency

The JOBSTART model emphasizes the importance of Job development and

job placement assistance for JOBSTART enrollees. Most sites planned to do
théir own placement. But in Corpus Christi, the JTPA agency that funds the

local employment Servicé agency, the Texas Employment Commission. With the

exception of Allentown in Buffalo, placement activity at the JOBSTART sites

with brokered skills training 18 handled primarily by the training vendor.
Most sites develop on-going contacts between students and local

employérs to facilitate placement. Employers comeé and speak with the
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NEEDS-BASED AND INCENTIVE PAYMENTS, BY JOBSTART 8ITE

8ite - , Dascription of Payments
Allantown . $1-2 par hour of attendances ptua transgportation passes
AtLants Job Corps 840 per mOnth allowanca incresmes co 860 at threa

moaths; $B0 st six -onthn; merit raisas can incresse

tha monthly -tto--nci to O100 per month aftar aix
months., Additionat psymsnts of 875 per month are

accruad if an anrollea ramains f@gint Laast six

@onthaj accrual allowanoe incrasassa to $100 par month
sftsr aix months. Clothing allowancs atso paid.

B88A 830 per week

CET None

Chicago Commons 830 per wsek

Conneliey ; isgfbii weak plus incantives: 850 for each month of

parfect attsndance and quartlrty pasyments of §50 for
an_"A" sverage, 825 for a "B" and 810 for a “C'; bus

PIBBDB for initial two months of program

CREC Bus pssses for durstion of program; l3 37 per hour

during an intsrim work -xparicnfgicomponent {max‘mum

== 45 hours par waak)j 830 Per week nasds-based payment
during occupational treaining

Esst L:A: Bus passis for duration of progrems Lunch money (up
to 82.95 per day)
E 5 Nons

EL Centro 85 psr day -nd ] 85 bonua for perfect attendance per

weaki bua pasasa for durltion of program

. Los Angales Jab Gorps | Sams as Atlants Job Corpa
Phoenix Job Corpa Ssms as Atlants Job Corps
S8acramanto Job Corps 8«ss as Atlants Job Corps
éER‘COFbu- Chriati 88 par day plus incantivaa: 845 ror --1nt§ining an

“A" svarags throughout trainings, 885 for a “BY

avarsge; s20 for asch raading grada Laval incraase;

820 for psssing pra-BED tast; 830 for passing BED

SER-Milwaukaa Nane
Stanly Tach 830 psr waak if tha studant haes a dependent child;

| 84-2 psr dsy for tranaporstion L .

SOURCE s Proprem records snd ataff interviaws.
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classes; and students visit workplaces. The Connellev Skill Learning

on an individualized basis. CREC in Hartford initiated an intern component
to give JOBSTART students work experience before their training begins:
Other sites, such as Chicago Comions, elicit strong private sector involve=
ment in the design and development of training curricula. Most sites also
inciude a "work maturity" or "world of work" componént as part of their

training.

Besides such factors as the type of agency operating JOBSTART, imple-
mentation of the program model is 1ikely to be affected by sites!
experience in serving the target group and in offering the JOBSTART
components as well as by the place of the JOBSTART program in the overall
activities at the sites: '

1. Prior Experjence Serving the Target Group

In addition to the sites attached to Job Corps Centers, half of the

disadvantaged youths with multiple barriers to employment. They have

address the special needs of this youth population. These siteés include

the four community-based organizat sns which arc also education centers

(Allentown in Buffalo, the Basic Skilis Academy in New York City, CREC in

Hartford and Milwaukee's SER program), as well as two of the school-based
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skills centers (East Los Angelés and E1 Centro in Dailas): (See Table
sites lack experience in combining education with skills training to the
degree required in JOBSTART.

The other JOBSTART sites ~~ CET in San Jose, Chicago Commons, the
Connelley Skill Learning Center, the EGOS program, SER in Corpus Christi,
and Stanly Technical College in North Carolina -- have traditionally
offered the JOBSTART miX of services: These sites, however, had developed
their programs for, and directed most of their services to, adult learners,
although a substantial proportion of their enrollees have usually been
under 21.

The inclusion of sites experienced in providing both basic education

and vocational skiiis training for older learners -- many of whom are

individuals with higher literacy levels than the JOBSTART target population
=- has both advantages and disadvantages. On the one hand, it suggests
that sites will encounter more start-up problems and may experiernce some

difficultics in making the necessary adaptations. On the other hand, it

place youths into classroom training courses developed for adults. In
addition, mans} JTPA agencies are requiring contractors to increase the
proportion of youths that they enroll in these programs.

Threc issues are of particular concern in the implementation of

JOBSTART at sites that have worked with an older population: whether staff



TABLE 4.5
PROGRAM ORIENTATION AND PRIOR EXPERIENCE WITH GUBBTART COMPONENTS

AT JOBSTART SITES

Prior Experience With Jobatart Components

] ] . - ,
o Experience with Both Skille Limited Experiencea
Program Orientaetion Training and Educetion |  with Bkills Training

.

K Youth Oriented Progrems| Atlente Job Corps Allentown
) , East LiAs BSA_
' EL: Centro CREC ,

Los Angelss Job Corps SER - Milwaukes
Phoenix Job Corps

Sacremento Job Corps | -

Adult Oriented Programs|{ CET

Chicago Commons
Connetlay

EGOS o
SER - Corpus Christi
stanly Tach
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learners and poorer readers; whether staff will be able to deal with the
youths' situational problems and motivate ihem sufficiently to stay in the
program; and whether youths with lower reading skiils will be able to keep
up with the course work in programs not geared toward this age range or

The problems entailed in adapting programs to a younger and less

educated population may be less acute at sites where instruction is
organized on an open-entry/open-exit basis == that is, where students can
within a set period of time. The sequencing of the basic education
component before occupational skills training may also make adaptation to

the JOBSTART target group easier since educational deficiencies can be
addressed in the first component:

Early evidence suggests that the sites operating programs originally
developed for older groups primarily attempted to accommodate the younger
JOBSTART population by enriching their support services (offering more

time: even had they wanted to change their program moré fundamentally,
staff lacked the resources.

In part; however, modifications at the sites also reflected the
training philosophy that held that if the workplace did not distinguish

between youths and adults, neither should training programs. At some

~76=
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sites, staffs feit strongly that Yyouths should be heid to the same
standards as adults. For example, at Chicago Commons -- a community-based
organization that offers intensive training and has a strong reputation in
the employer community ~- staff did not want to make the program less

demanding and argued that employers might perceive the changed classes as
"baby" courses for youths. Instead, staff believed that extra support and .

additional individual assistancé would serve to fill the learning and
behavioral gaps.

A later report will explore the impleémentation of JOBSTART at sites
with limited experience in serving highly disadvantaged youths. The
following questions raise important implementation issues:

® Is the training curriculum and program structure appropriate

for a less maturé population reading below the eighth grade
level?

& Should there beé special treatmeént for youths; or should they

be held to the same standards of behavior and achievement as
adults?

e Is supplemental assistance necessary to help poor peaders

of assistance appear to work best? How can they be
incorporated into the program?

® Can extra support services be built into the system? Ars they
effective in helping to increase program retention?

e Does retention appear to be a greater problem in these sites

dealing with very disadvantadgéd youths?

@ Does the addition of a subLstantial proportion of youths into
adult ©programs create a disruptive influencé on other
students? How does it affect the allocation of resources
within the site?
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combination of services mandated in the JOBSTART model. As indicated
earlier, four of the community-based organizations (Allentown, the Basic
Skills Academy, CREC 1in Hartford; znd Milwaukee SER) are essentially
education providers; and generally do not offer on-site skills training for

JOBSTART enrollees. Although all of these sités had placed some of their
prior education enrollees in skills training classes with local vendors,
the number was small and the process did not entail the same kind of
intensive oversight and follow-up that the JOBSTART program requires. To
implement JOBSTART as intended, these sites have had to take on new
responsibilities: to develop new arrangements with their local training
providers to broker skills training for their JOBSTART enrollees; to find

ways to integrate their education components more fully with skills

Aniother issue likely to affect JOBSTART implementation is the extent

to which the program 1S the major activity at the site. &t Corpus Christi
SER and the non-residential components of the Job Corps Centers; JOBSTART
1s the only program offered. All of the other sites are running a variety
of programs and services in addition to JOBSTART. JOBSTART enrollees
enrollment at most sites; at a few, the planned ratioc is as low as

one~-tenth or one-twentieth of all enrollees. (See Table 4.1.) Where it is



part of a broad array of programs offered, JOBSTART -- and its participants
-- may receive less attention from administrators and teachers, who have
competing demands on their tZue. However, if JOBSTART is considered a
special project at a site, it could nevertheless receive attention,
especially if staff are assigned exclusively to it and relieved of other

duties.

Because they lacked extensive experience with the target population or
with the mix of JOBSTART services, many of the JOBSTART sites faced substan-
tial challenges as the demonstration got underway. The most extensive
modifications were required at the sites that had not previously offered

skills training on-site, and those that had both served an older population

The principal modifications made for the JOBSTART demonstration are

described below:

Staffins.  The sites all hired new staff or designated current

staff to serve as coordinators for the JOBSTART program: These staff
members are gen~rally responsible for making sure that all the components
of the demonstration are offered and form a well-integrated program, for
tracking the progress of individual students and for advocating for the
program when necessary. Most sités also created a position to oversee the

colléction and reporting of data required for the research evaluation. 1In



addition; some sites hired new staff to serve as recruiters, counselors and

part-time instructors:

A1l the JOBSTART operators developed plans to

expand and intensify their recruitment efforts in order to meet the
enrollment goals. In some cases (Milwaukee SER, El1 Centro, Stanly
Technical College and EGOS); sites were required to move beyond their prior
reliance on referrals from other agencies or word-of-mouth to fill their
classes. Most sites need additional staff members to carry out the plans.
Three JOBSTART operators negotiated new arrangements with the local JTPA
agéncy about responsibility for recruitment: - In Pittsburgh and Corpus
Christi, for example, JTPA staff -- recognizing the difficulties of

recruitihg dropout youthS -- played a more active role in recruiting for
JOBSTART than for othér programss In Milwaukee, in contrast, where
corporation, thé JOBSTART operator took on new responsibility in
recruiting. (Recruitment procedures and early patterns of enrollment are
discussed in Chapter 6 of this report:)

JOBSTART sites both intensified and expanded

the service delivery of support services by hiring new staff or reassigning
current staff to take on counseling responsibilities. Some also planned to

develop more on-site capacity to deal with a broad array of social
problems, rather than simply to refer youths to social service agencies:
Others worked to expand their referral ﬁétﬁbiﬁ}éﬁa follow~-up procedures,
and played a more active role in coordinating service deiivery with other



performance; another (E1 Centro in Dallas) won approval from the local JTPA

time.

Education. Although the JOBSTART sites had systems for offering
basic education in place before they joined the JOBSTART demonstration;
most augmented their educational components. CREC in Hartford, COrpus
Christi SER, Stanly Technical College, Milwaukeé SER, EGOS in Denver and
Connelley Skill Learning Center were 4all using computer—assisted
instruction systems which had been installed shortly before the
demonstration began. Other sites had used these systems for some time. El
Centro Community éoiiége opened an additional learning center utilizing a
multi-media, competency-based curriculum. JOBSTART funding was sufficient
to allow the East Los Angeles Skills {snter to develop a learning center
that will serve as a model for other Los Angeles Adult Occupational Skills

Training Centers. Chicago Commons hired additional educational staff and
instituted a two-hour per day compensatory education class for JOBSTART
enrollees: CET in San Jose hired a GED and basic skills tutor to work
directly with JOBSTART youths to raise their academic competency levels.
Other sites organized staff or other students to provide tutoring on
an as-needed basis. A number of sites also lengthened the training time in
JOBSTART model.
Iraining. The most extensive change at the JOBSTART sites was the
brokering and integration of skills training in programs that did not offer
this component on-site. In other sites, the training curricula already in

place met the JOBSTART specifications, although some courses were not
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appropriate for JOBSTART enrollees because they required less than 500
hours of instruction. Only one site (Stanly Technical College) attempted
to develop a new training course specificaliy for JOBSTART.

2. The Start-

In order to minimize start-up effects in JOBSTART, MDRC allowed an
extended planning and development phase. Nevertheless, sitss continued to
make minor changes in program structure and service delivery in response to
unforeseen events during the early months of the demonstration.

Early implementation at some sites was further complicated by develop-
ments within the operating agency. Three of the 12 sites not attached to
Job Corp Centers -- CREC in Hartford, the Basic Skills Academy in New York
City and Milwaukee SER, all community-based organizations == relocated

their training centers shortly before or shortly after the star:t of
JOBSTART ;éhaOm assignment: In addition, a few of the community-based
organizations were experiencing severe financial difficulties diring the
early months of JOBSTART implementation. Substantial cuts in funding at
CET in San Jose;, for example, led to major staff layoffs and frequent
reassignment of the remaining staff, resulting in substantial turnover in
the personnel responsible for JOBSTART. During its JOBSTART pilot phase,
the Basic Skills Academy severed its connection with the parent
organization in which it had been housed for six years, altered its funding

base, and relocated to another section of New York City. These

the period during which thé fully developed JOBSTART model could be

observed,



One of the key questions raised about the employment and training
system implemented under the Job Training Partnership Act is its ability to
serve the needs of the more disadvantaged members of the eligible popula-
tion. Concern has focused on whether the high-placement, low-cost emphasis
of the performance-based System encourages training vendors to "cream" --
that is; to work with the most employable applicants, who are most likely
to obtain jobs on their own. As a training program operated with JTPA
funds and targeted to a group which is young and widely recognized as very
hard-to-empioy, JOBSTART can serve as a test of the ways in which JTPA
in general, and to more disadvantaged youths, in particular. Thus, the
JOBSTART demonstration provides a rare opportunity to understand the work-
ings of the JTPA system through the prism of a single program, taking
account of the operators' point of view as well as the perspective of local

JTPA officials.

Building on the more general discussion of JOBSTART and thé JTPA
responded to JOBSTART. It begins with a discussion of youth policies in
the SDAs where JOBSTART sites are located. It goes on to examine how
flexible JTPA officials have been in adjusting their funding policies,

performance standards and contracting procedures to facilitate JCBSTART's
implementation. Finally, the chapter discusses the effect these measures

are likely to have on JOBSTART operaticns.
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reveal many of the trends reported in early implementation reports on JTPA
aiﬁéﬁééed in Chapter é.: problems in meeting the required 40 percent expendi-
than targeting resoirces to iiFBéEéEé oriented to youtus. In addition, the
interviews suggest that practices common in these SDAs for translating JTPA
performance standards into funding contracts may constrain service delivery
to the youfhipbﬁﬁiétioh.in these arsas.

The required expenditure levels of Title IIA funds for youths i

demonstration, ranging from a low of 31 percent in a rural North Carolina
SDA to a high of U6 i:i'e:rc"e'nt in Dallas; Texas. These variations reflect
state-approved adjustments to the 40 percent rate stipulated in the law,
based on characteristics of the local JTPA-eligible population. Only four
of the SDAs were .llowed to spend less than 40 percent of their Title iii
allocation on youths. (See Table 5.1 for a breakdown.) One third did not
_meet the required expenditure standard in program year 1985; most had
experienced difficulty in méeting the standard in prior years. In addition,
in only three of the SDAS in the JOBSTART sample did the proportion of the

Most of the SDAs funded some programs or contractors to serve youths
specifically, but not at a level sufficient to meet the youth expenditure

requirement. Frequently, thése were relatively small-scale versions of



TABLE 5.1

SDA YOUTH EXPENDITJRE AND ENROLLMENT
LEVELS IN PROBRAM YEAR 1985, BY JIBSTART SITE

Requi rad. _Actuat  |Percantage of Tou
Youth Eiéiixii turs | Youth _Expenditurs Enrot tment Who
Site Nems of SDA Lovet (%) Levet (X) Wars Youth
Allentown® Buffal o/Chasktanags/ a8 a8 a0
Tomawanda Consortium
BSA Naw York City a6 42 a7
CET Santa Clara County 44 62 62
Chicago Commons City of Chicago 43 42 57
. Connel Ley City of Pittsburgh ao as 45
CREC Hartford 42 a8 a3
East LoA City of Los Angelas 40 as a
EG0S City and County of
Deanver 40 45 38
EL Cantfo City of Dailss a8 83 54
SER = Cofpus Chriatd City of Corpus Christi/
Nusces County a4 51 r'v
SER = Milwsukse Miiwaukss County 43 as a2
Stanly Tesh Centralins a1 a8 49

Sourcai

Notass

Staf? Inteiviews.

8Ths JTPA ctatuta requires SDAs to spend & minimim of 40X of their Titis IIA ailccation on

iiiftith; Ths standerd msy bs sdjustad depending upon tha retio of youth to sdults in the Locsl JTPA-sligibls

populstion.
30, 1886.
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youth programs defined as exemplary in the JTPA legislation; on=the-job

training; direct placement services; remedial education; or programs for a
the mentally retarded. The SDAs planned to meef. the rest of the required
expenditures by combining youths into courses with adults: Significantly,
none of the SDAS reéportéd funding separate classroom skills training pro-
grams for youths, but lookéd to their contractors to serve them in programs

that also served adults. Thus, under pressure to increase their youth
expenditures, SDAs augmented Someéwhat their funding of projects for youths
only, but the primary strategy was to require contractors to make sure that
from 40 to 50 percent of their enrollees were youths:

Although most a@spects of pérformance in JTPA -- such as the entered

employment rates, positive teérmination rates, competency attainments and
placement wages -- were closely tied to financial incentives, the youth
enrollment targets generally were not. Thus, although contractors were
paid for reaching a totzl enrollment goal, they were not paid for reaching
a required level of youth enrollment.

Other policies common in the JOBSTART SDAS also appeared to discourage
serving youths. For example, although the federal performance standards
clearly differentiate between expected outcomes for adults and youths, as
explained in Chapter 2, SDA contracting policies do not always reflect that
difference. In skills training courses, in particular, even when contrac-
tors were required to corve both youths and adults, performance-based
contracts made no distinction in outcomes or payment beétween the two groups
of enrollees. A single overall placement goal was frequently set for the

programs. 1
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In addition, contracts for skills training courses rarely specified
positive termination rates for youths, thus making job placement the soie
criterion of success. Contractors providing eduzation were also required
to meet placement goals: Further, as discussed in Chapter 2, the placement
and positive termination goals specified in JTPA contracts were almost
always j’iighér tlan the standurds required for the SDA; putting even greater
pressure on opérators serving any sizable proportion of youths. As a
result, many contractors were reluctant to enroll a large proportion of
youths, and contested the SDA's attempts to increase their youth
enrollments. .

In general, JTPA staff jn the JOBSTART SDAS said that theéy varied the
performance standards on placement or positive termination by tie type of
program activity, rather thzn by the type of population served. Thus, SDAs
would require a standard placement rate for all on-the-job training
programs, another for classroom training, anothér for diréct placement
activities, and anothér for education programs. For programs targetéd to
particularly difficult-to-serve populations, such as mentally retarded
individuals or ex-offénder youths, some variation might be allowed on the
training cost, length of retention required for a placement, number of
hours of work, or average wage. However, variation was rare in placemert

or positive termination rates.

The previous section indicates that a number of the distinctions made
between youth and adult services in the JTPA legislation are not necessar-

ily being carried out at the local level. This raises a number of issues
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pertinent to the impiementation of JOBSTART, among them: wﬁééﬁéi the
t’unding and contracting policies in the SDAs would pr'ovide incentives -- or
altérhéfivély, create disincentives == for program operators to run an

intensive training program for a hard-to-serve group; and whether these
policies would serve to constrain or facilitate JOBSTART service delivery
once the demonstration was underway. A related question is whether SDAs
would be willing to adjust their policies to accommodate the special needs
of the JOBSTART popuiétion.

to provide funds to contractors -- or to allow funds Lo be used -- for
JOBSTART operations. In assessing the responsiveness of the JTPA system,
however, it is necessary to consider factors other than the availability of
funding. These include restrictions on the use of funds, contracting
policies, the availability of support services and the way in which
performance standards are tied to financial rewards or penaltiés. The
interaction between these factors is oritical to understanding the

responsiveness of the system to JOBSTART operations.

As discussed earlier; the JTPA system -- in providing the bulk of
JOBSTART operating funds (seé Table 3.2) -- primarily used 78 percent money
allocated to the SDAS, although four SDAs used locally-controlled funds
from governors' 8 percent set-asides for educational linkages. All but one
site 1s also receiving funds from the state-controlled portion of the 8
percent set-aside.



training/support services and administrative cost restrictions as 78
percent set-asides to pay for salaries, support services and additional
equipment; expenditures that == if paid for with 78 percent funds -- would
have reportedly raised JOBSTART operators' cost per positive teraination
and entered employment outcomes to unacceptably high levels. The 8 percent
money was not always flexible enough, however. State policy in one
JOBSTART location prohibited its use for expenditures that were contrary to
normal PIC policy and required that no more than 10 percent of the funds be
used to pay administrative costs.

In genrral, JOBSTART operators reported that the funds available from

program components or hiring additional JOBSTART staff, and that additional

sources of funding were needed to implement the program model as intended.

JOBSTART target group were necessarily more intensive and expensive than
others.

Sites also looked to funding sources outside the JTPA system, such as
state education grants or private sector contributions. School=based sites
had the advantage of being able to pzy for at least some of the JOBSTART
costs (such as staff and equipment) with operating funds derived from the
school system. Overall, these sites were in a better position to provide
the 100 percent match required for 8 percent funding.

Additional reSources also had to be found to finance activities or
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were a particular problem for many sites. Incentive payments cannot be
financed with JTPA funds;, and a number of the SDAs which did st noruaily
provide rseds-besed payments were umwilling to authorize them for JOBSTART
enrollees, i
These multipie funding sources created problens for the site
operators. The time spent seeking funding and traiting for the money tc be
allocated delayed the Start-up of the demonstration in many locations. In
addition, the necessity of Jjuggling several different accounting systems

and meeting different sets of performance standards greatly complicated the

As discussed in Chapter 2, incentives built into the JTPA performance
standards system push contractors to exceed their perfortianice goals ahé
place a high proportion of their enrollees in jobs while keeping training
costs low. To thé éxtent that such standards can he reached more readily
by working with easier-to-employ groups, they present disincentives for

serving more disadvantaged individuals, such as those targeted in the
JOBSTART demonstration.2 Recognizing this; the U.S. Department of Labor
has issued a technical assistance guide recommending that SDAs be flexible
in setting peformance goals for programs that deal with difficult groups.
The guide identifies the following practices that can discourag@e program
operators from serving such groups as the JOBSTART enrollees:3

e Setting vendor goals higher than the level of expected perfor-

mance established for the SDA may create a disincentive for
serving those most in need.
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those that target services to speclal, hard-to-serve groups.

For this reason, passing cn the SDA's standard uniformly to

all service providers is noi recommended:

Vendors serving particularly disadvantaged groups legitimately
deserve more lenient contract goals.

@

Options are available to JTPA agencies seeking to encourage contrace-

tors to serve the harder-to-employ: They can allow higher cost standards,

letting vendors provide longer, more intensive, and thus more expensive
services. They can lower the minimum placement goal, recognizing that such

individuals face greater barriers to employment. In youth programs, they

can put more emphasis on positivé teérminations and less on placements,
permitting contractors to help enrollees make a transition from one type of

training program into another, as required in JOBSTART.

than other groups is based on evidencé that very disadvantaged individuais
in other programs have lower placement rates than those with more educa-

tion, less welfare dependency or more job experience.) This does not mean,

greatest impacts on groups that are more disadvantaged because such persons
are less likely to get jobs on their own without program assistance. Thus,
. @ program that produces high placement rates by working with a more
advantaged population, such as high school graduates, may be less effective
than a program that produces lowér overall placements but works with a
harder-tc-employ group.

A few SDAs did adjust the performance goals in the contracts they

wrote for JOBSTART operators in recognition that they were working with a
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harder~to-serve population. 1In Los Angeles, both the entered employment
and the positive termination rates set in the East Los Angeéles Skill
Center's JOBSTART contract were substantially lower than the SDA standards

as a whole. (See Table 5.2:) Hartford eliminated a placement standard in
order to facilitate the transition of remedial educatica Mgraduatesm into
skills training. Other SDAs, such as Chicago, adjusted their cost stan-
dards for the JOBSTART program, funding a more expensive program than was

usually the case.

In some SDAS, JOBSTART operators were asked to meet placement or
positive termination standards typical of what the SDA expected of any

_ contractor that provided occupational training or education services.
Indeed, in many cases, the JTPA contractors called for JOBSTART bperétbrs
to do better than the SDA standard. (See Table 5.2.) SDA staff who did not
make adjustments for JOBSTART's more difficult population gave several
reasons for their reluctance: Some belfeved that by building additional
supports into the JOBSTART model and/or lengthening the duration of

training, the quality of service was improved; therefore, they argued,
contractors could and should meet the higher placement goals:

Many SDA staff also believed that imposing high standards was neces=
sary to ensure quality performance; they feared that lowering expectations
would result in a poorer product. Accepting a placement standard as an
appropriate measure of success, they felt that if an occupational training
contractor failed to place, for example, 75 percent of its training
graduates, i1t was simply not doing a good job.

Still another concern was that if JTPA staff offered special condi=

tions to JOBSTART operators, they would have to individuaiize more of their
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THLE 5.2

PERFORMANCE STAVDARDS IN LOCAL JTPA CONTRACTS, BY JCBSTART SITE

I | |
Positive é“tﬁl
Entered Employnent Standard| Terwination Standard Pos{ tive Temiretion

- Beape o ' I ‘ ' .

Bite it Gontract | Type of Concract [Site Contract| SO Site Contract | SIA'  [Sdto Contrace|  SOK

‘Wlortan’ Wil tiple pragrass; [Cost Aafnburoment CT I &% 7 500 $3R25
aul tiple youth
sorvic groups

BA pltor”  [UBOTA amcific [fomancebemt | oo | o0 0% 7% wou' | v

GTh JOBSTAAT model;  |Parfomance-Based 848 JAduly 514 s 784 43472 572
fnultiple sarvice Youth 3U%
groups
Cricago Conaong’ amsmr Ioditl IPst orwianca-Basad 704 Mu[t sax sy 708 Meno-0681 | wodd
nu(tiple smrvice Yooth 3B%

Coinelle’  LIOBSTART ecitic  [ooit Molairoansit | now | %% tae B nae 665

CREC” (VBSTAT spaciic {Porformance-Semad nong B Tas [ | v W65

Bast LA®  LESTATwodl;  [PorfomancecBeied | o | 4 508 W | Y
il tiple youth

ssrvice groups
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ndl tiplo service
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contracts. SDA officials did not want to open the door to a flood of
special requests.

Some SDA staff felt that their contracting policies withk the JOBSTART
operator already reflected the fact that they served a difficult popula-
tion. For example, Milwaukec divided contractors into three categories
according to the difficulty of the population that they usually served;
when grants were awarded, contractors competed within their category,
rather than on a city-wide basis. As explained in the next section, sote
ment contracts rather than performance-based ones.

3. Contracting Policies
could be eased or exacerbated by the contracting policies in each SDA. Two
issues were particularly critical: whether the JOBSTART contract was
written on a performance or a cost-reimbursement basis and whéther it was
written specifically for JOBSTART or included other service programs and
target populations at the sites.

In a Béii‘é?ﬁéﬁéé-Bééé& contract, training vendors are paid a fixed
unit cost for training a specified number of individuals. Payments are
only made, however, for individuals who reach specified benchmarks, the
most important of which are placement in a training-related job and
positive termination.5 = Performance-based contracts provide funding flexi-
including support service and administrative costs, to be billed under the
70 percent "training" category. In contrast, cost-reimbursement contracts

cover actual costs up to a maximum, and payments are not tied directly to



specific outcoméS. Under cost-reimbursement contracts, support services
From the contractors' point of view, however, perforhance=based
contracts present a potential problem: vendors can lose money if they fail
to meet the performance standards specified in the contract. In addition,
since 1ittle money is provided at the start of the program —- and a varying
proportion is withheld until a completion, placement or positive termina=
tion 1s documented -- édhtractois may be under pressure to move trainees
quickly through thé program and into Jobs. Smaller organizations are
particularly likely to experience a cash flow problem and may require other
sources ¢ income to cover costs in thé early months of training.
for community-based organizations, which usually have fewer capital
other operating funds. Public Schools, which have an assured income based
on average attendance rates, are in a better position to cover expenses if

contract funds are delayed. However, they are iess l1ikely to be tolerant

school-based programs expressed serious reservations about them, and
indicated that they would refuse funds rather than operate certain programs
under performance-based contracts.

Many of the SDAS in the JOBSTART demonstration were flexible in their

choice of performance-based c¢r cost-reimbursement contracts, using differ-

ent approaches with different types of service providers or for different



types of programs. Overall, half of thée JOBSTART vendors are operating
their programs under performanceé-based contractS, while half are operating
on a cost-reimbursement basis. (See Table 5.2.) In two cases (Denver and
Pittsburgh), SDAs made a special exception for the JOBSTART provider,
writing a cost-reimbursement contract for the demonstration program, when
all other SDA contracts are performance-based. In other sites where
JOBSTART 1s operated under a cost-reéimbursement contract, thé SDAs are
following their standard policy. Thus, the JTPA agencies in Dallas and
Centralina; North Carolina normally write cost-reimbursement contracts for
schools; JTPA in Milwaukee does so for all non-occupational training; and
Buffalo funds its two youth service agencies in this manner.

In JOBSTART, the type of ageScy operating the program appears to

contracts are with school-based sites; only one school (East Los Angeles)
has a performance-based éoh?raef: In contrast, five out of the seven
community-based organizations are operating with performancé-baseéd
contracts.

fically for JOBSTART, or 1is JOBSTART offered as one of many program
écti?iéies or to one tarzet group among several? Where JOBSTART is part of
a larger contract for muitirle activities or service groups, operators may
have more leeway to offer JOBSTART and meet JTPA standards. It is

possible, for example, that higher JOBSTART costs can be absorbed by a site

Sy
CO:
(o)
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Placement or positive termination rates than established by the standards.
A number of demonstration sites have this flexibility. One-third have
contracts written exclusively for JOBSTART, but another one-third funded to
run JOBSTART are not required to enroll only JOBSTART-eligibles: The
remaining one-third are funded to operate a variety of program activities
in ‘addition to JOBSTART, and can cnsoll & different population as well.
(Table 5.2 shows the scope of the site contracts.)

i‘.

From an operator's point of view; the definition of a positive termina-
tion or an entered employment is as important as the number or proportion
of such terminations required. As with many other aspects of thé highly
decentralized JTPA system, these definitions vary considérably from
location to location: What this means; in practice, is that Somé JOBSTART
sités will have a more difficult time than others in complying with the
térms of théir contract and meeting the required performance standards.

For example, JTPA contracts in different locations define placement
quite differently. The most common practice is to require retention on the
Job for 30 days, but as little as one week may be accepted. Some SDAS also
stipulate that placements must be in full-time jobs at a specified minimum
wage level, that is, placement into any Job does not mnecessarily count
either for payment purposes or for meeting the performance goals. JOBSTART
operators working under coniracts that require higher sterting wages or
longer-térm piéééméﬁté could find themselves at a disadvantage in trying to
meet their goals for JOBSTART youths.

competency attainments that can count as positive terminations for youths.
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market.) As shown in Table 5.3, the educational standards of the compe-
tency system developed by local PICS vary considerably across the JOBSTART
sites: At one extreme, the Hartford SDA 15 willing to credit CREC, the
JOBSTART site, with a positive términation for any individual who achieves
a gain of one grade in reading and is either able to meet the entry level
requirement of a training provider or reads at least at the sixth grade
level.

) At the opposite end of the spectrum, the education competencies
devéloped by the HNew ié?ﬁ City PIC require enrollees to advance at least
two grades in either reading or math and one grade in the other subject,
and to reach at least a seventh-grade reading level and a sixth-grade math
level. 1In Buffalo, the PIC requires a 20 percent improvement over entiry
bé?f‘biﬁéﬁéé; and either a minimum reading level of theé ninth grade or a
score higher than a passing grade on the GED or American College Test. The
Corpus Christi SDA calls for GED attainment or at least a two-year increase
in reading scores: Los Angeles requires a GED or an increase of one level
in reading, writing; and math on the standardized Test of Adult Basic
Education (TABE). Enrollees in the Milwaukee SER site must reach a :inimum

of a 7.5 reactag level at completion of the site's pre=GED preparation

GED or a tenth-grade reading level in the GED preparation course (minimum

entry-level reading ncore of 7:5):

A potential probilem is that the higher the standard, the longer poorer




TABLE 5.3

EDUCATION COMPETENCIES REUUIRED FOR POSITIVE

TERMINATIONS, BY JOBSTART SITES®

Bite

.. _ Education Compstency

Aiinnfoun

gain of 20% sbove entry Levei performance

o and . 7 ) o
8core of 10 points sbove passing grads on the GED test
o or o _
score of 215 on the American Coliasge Test

} or o
9th grade reading lLevel on the Test of Adult Basic
_Education (TABE) o

BSA

gain of two gradu Levels in reeding or math end one
Level in ather subject
o 3 and
minimum 7th grade reading Laval,
minimum B8th grade math Laevet

. : or
— | GED attainmant [

CREC

gein of one grade Leval in reading on the TABE

and
meeting entry lavel required for ekills training
o o oF ,
. . minimum 6th grade resding Level S

East L.A.

gain of ona Laval in reading snd meth and writing
on the TABE

8ER-Corpus Christi

- or
GED attainmant - -
gain of two grade Lavels in reeding

S or

GED attainmsnt -

minimum reading Level of 7.5 grades in pre-BED graup
L or
minimus 10th greda reading Lavel in BED prap
o or
BED attainment

BOURCE; JTPA contracts; Program recordss and 3t8ff interviows.

NOTES: At the sites not included in this tableé; contracis either did

not specify positive termination standards or did not base peyment directlty on

them.
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readers will havz to bé in training to meet them and to qualify as a

positive termination. This eéntails higher costs: As in the case of

standards that require contpactors to meet high rates of placement or

programs; such as JOBSTART, which serve a population with poor reading
skills at a disadvantage.

Also critical to the facility with which disadvantaged youths can be
served is the relative importance attache¢ to the attainment of employment
competencies or other positive terminations. At about half of thé JOBSTART
sites, SDAs treated competencies as a significant outcome, either by tying
payment directly to them, or by mandating a goal for contractors to meet.
However, other SDAs made such competencies relatively insignificant by not
stressing them in performance reviews or making them a condition of
payment.  Although this may be appropriate for most skills training
courses; it is more questionable for a program such as JOBSTART which
emphasizes basic education as well as skills training.

The issue of whether employment competencies or placements are given

more weight is particularly important for sites that are operating JOBSTART
as a sequential model and in which other vendors provide the skills train=
ing after a basic education level has been achieved. For these sites

a strong emphasis on placement, or entered employment, seems misplaced, and
could make it very difficult for education providers to implement JOBSTART
as intended and still meet their performance goals: Since Milwaukee SER

and Allentown both operate JOBSTART together with other programs and ser=

vice groups, they could conceivably achieve the placement criteria with
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on-JOBSTART enrollees, and move the JOBSTART enrollees - into skills
training. The Hartford SDA addressed the issie by eliminating the entered
employment goal for CREC and by previding additional incentives for thne
site to move enrollees into skills training.

Additional operational issues are raised by the federal Department of
Labor's stipulation that a transition from one Title IT training program
into another cannot count as a positive termination for federal reporting
purposes. A number of SDAs in the JOBSTART sample thus require that
enrollees in basic education programs funded by JTPA must be placed with
non-JTPA vendors in order to be recognized as positive terminations. This
JOBSTART enrollées to move them into occupational skills training because
it 1imits the é'u"ppij} of potential training vendors.

CREC in Hartford and the Basic Skills Academy in New York City present
an interesting contrast in how the performance standards and pavment sched-
ules in JTPA contracts can affect the implementation of the JOBSTART
program design. As discussed in Chapter 3; the City of Hartford had a
strong interest in developing a feeder system of educational vendors that
could prepare JTPA enrollees for skills training. Concerned that the usial

Placement standards would work against this, JTPA staff crafted a new
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left CREC staff feeling conf-dent that they could operate JOBSTART and not
officials believed they had provided for accountability in the program:
The contract also served as a model for other service providers in
Hartford. Both JTPA and CREC staffs believed that the new standards would
facilitate service delivery in the area.

In contrast, basic education competencies approved by the New York
City PIC made it difficult during a pilot phase of JOBSTART in the winter
of 1985-1086, for the Basic Skills Academy to operate the JOBSTART

educational component and then move enrollees into skills training. The

educational gains =-- described above -- that enrollees were required to
recognized at the outset that few were likely to do so.6

The difficulties in implementing JOBSTART in New York City were

available training vendors. 1In ordér to avoid financial loss, the Basic
Skills Academy was rorced to move JOBSTART enrollees into jobs rather than
BSA in the execution of this contract léd staff to séek non-JTPA funding

for JOBSTART during the full demonstvation period.

Roughly half the SDAs in the JOBSTART sample madé some change in their

usual operating procedures in order to facilitate thé implementation of a

demonstration program targeting a very=hard-to-employ group.




normally the SDA policy was to write only performance-based

contracts (Denver, Pittsburgh).

® Two SDAs wrote cost-reimbursement cont-acts for JOBSTART, when

o Three other SDAs lowered their performance standards for place-
ment and/or positive termination for JOBSTART becausé opera-

tors were working with a harder-to-serve target population
(Los Angeles; Hartford; Dallas):

® Another wrote new performance standards specifically for

JOBSTART, recognizing the importance in the sequential

JOBSTART model of moving students from remedial education into

skills training, rather than placing them quickly into a job
(Hartford).
® Two SDAs earmarked considerably more money for support

services in JOBSTART, and others made needs-based payments or

incentives available for JOBSTART enrollees, contrary to

normal policy. Each recognized that this harder-to-serve

group_ would require more support services than other JTPA

enrollees (Los Angeles, Corpus Christi, Dallas, Pittsburgh).
which local policy initiatives sought to provide more or better services to
young high school dropouts, or in which there was interest at the local
level in building a strong remediation component into the JTPA system. They
appear to be the exception, rather than the rule, in the current JTPA
environment.

The fact that the SDAS were able to adjust performance standards and
contracting policies suggests that the JTPA system provides opportunities
to respond to special needs groups -- if SDAS are willing to use these
opportunities, and if they are encouraged to do so by federal and state

set-asides. However, résponding to thé opportunities to serve the harder-
to-employ will require considerable foresight; perseverance and ingenuity
on the part of agency staff. Such approaches can mitigate, although not

necessarily overcome, the problems poséd by funding and cost constraints.
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CHAPTER 6
BECRUITMENT AND ENROLLMENT

they began to implement JOBSTART. Although most of the organizations oper~

ating JOBSTART had extensive previous experience in attracting and serving
the target population, recrultment was expected to be difficult.?

As indicated in Chaptér 1, research on youth programs has indicated
that dropouts are substantially more difficult to reach and enroll in
programs than in<school youths. A Study of federally-funded employment and
training programs under the Youth Employment Demonstration Projects Act of
1977 (YEDPA) found that, despite the generally acknowledged need for
services to school dropouts, many programs targeted to this population had
difficulty recruiting applicants. When CETA prime sponsors who were

charged with implementing YEDPA programs had the option of serving either

because they were 1éss difficult to recruit and retain in services. "As a
result," the authors concluded, "the question of hcv to reach and serve
dropout youths effectively was largely unanswered by YEDPA."2

MDRC's evaluation of oné of the YEDPA programs, the Youth Incentive
Enti:lement Pilot Projects (YIEPP), provided a unique opportunity to gather
data on the success of CETA prime sponsors in enrolling both in<school and
dropout youths in a program offering a guaranteed job in return for school
enrollment. The study found a substantially lower rate of program partici-

ration for eligible dropouts (29 pércent) compares to eligible youths still
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in school (68 percent).3

This difference can be explained by the research findings shbwiﬁg that
éram;'théy were also less likely to participate once informed. Whereas 55
percent of in-school youths who were interviewed were aware of the program,
only 75 percent of the sut-of-school eligible youths said they had heard of
the program's offer. Furthér, when they were aware of the program, out-of=
school youths were less likely to apply for YIEPP than those in school --
61 §é?ééi£ versus 85 percent, respectively.¥

Nearly one<fifth of thé informed dropouts who did not apply for YIEPP
said they did not want to réturn to school or an alternative education
program in their community.5 This is an important factor to consider in
‘&ééiéﬁing recruitment strategies for dropout programs. Although JOBSTART's

educational component is differént from traditional academiec instruction
offered in schools, youths may not know this when they first hear abou- the
program, '

Recruiting drépouts has become even more difficult in the current
employment and training énvironment, in part because JTPA Eéé eliminated
allowance payments made to participants in classroom training. Fewer
people without high school diplomas have enrolled in JTPA-funded programs
than under éﬁii;é this change cannot be attributed only to temporary
problems in establishing referral linkageés in the transition to JTPA: Data
comparing the characteristics of youths enrolled in classroom training in
the 1984 and 1985 JTPA program years show a continuing decline in the pro-
portion of youths who are dropouts and an increase in students.” JOBSTART

represents an opportunity to reverse this trend, but the Iliterature
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provides 1ittle guidance on effective strategies for recruiting dropouts.
In additior to the general problems in recruiting dropouts, the
JOBSTART demonstration raises an additional concern. As discussed earlier,

anticipated that the programs would have to exceed their previous
recruitment levels.S

First;, recruitment in JOBSTART is not yet complete. During the period
covered in this chapter -- August 1985 through July 1986 -- only two
JOBSTART sites (Corpus Christi SER and the Connelley Skill Learning Center

in Pittsburgh) finished a cycle of recruitment designed to enroll 100
youths. Four of the programs had not yet started random assignment and

five did not begin random assignment until after March 1986. Thus, for
almost half of the 8ites observed for this study, the amount of time was
too short to draw even preliminary conclusions.

Anotheér problem was that many sites recruit and enroll youths as

classroom Slots opén up. Thése programs expect to recrvit youths over an
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extended period of time: As discussed in earlier chapters, only three
sites -- Corpus Christi SER, the Connelley Skill Learning Center in
Pittsburgh and Chicago Commons -- operate programs that recruit for classes
with fixed beginning and ending dates.

The remainder of this chapter describes recruitment and enrollment
procedures in JOBSTART through July 1986. The first section discusses
recruitment strategies, the second examines eligibility determination and
enrollment procedures, and the third describes the characteristics of
youths who entered the JOBSTART research sample. The chapter concludes
with a discussion of factors that appear to have influenced the pacé of
recruitment and enrollment during the early operational stages of the

demonsfréfion.

As seen in Table é;i, a total of 733 youths enroclled in the JOBSTART
demonstration through July 19éé; Enrollment had risen to 1,227 by December
31, 1986. While the pace of enrollment has been slower than anticipated at
most of the sites, the two organizations that have operated JOBSTART for a
full year have eitheér met or reasonably approximated the goal of randomly
assigning 200 eligible youths. In Corpus Christi, SER enrolled 100 members
of the experimental group into classes that began in the fall of 1985. The
recruitment drive conducted by the Connelley Skill Learning Center during
the summer of 1985 also siiccéeded in bringing in a large number of youths
within a relatively short period of time. However, because recruitment

short of the needed amount.
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TABLE 6.1

NUM3ER OF EXPERIMENTALS AND CONTROLS RANDOMLY ASSIGNED; BY JOBSTART SITE

{AUBUST 1885 - JULY 1886 SAMPLE)

Novembe o -
o First Month of Aﬁﬁﬁﬁ- 1885- - | Fabrusry- _HMay— _
Site _iﬂlndm Assigment |October 1986 [Jsnuary 1888| April 1886 | July 1988 | Total
Allentown June 1886 - - - 1 1
CET November 1885 - 18 50 29 a7
Chicago Commons March 1886 - - 16 - 18
Connel Ley August 1885 145 - - - 135
CAEC Aprit 1886 - - 15 20 a5
£ost L. A May 1886 - - - 23 23
ES0S April 1986 - - 26 43 68
EL Centro March 1886 - - 8 43 52
Phoenix Job Corps June 19888 - - - 21 21
SER - Corpus Chrieti October 1885 83 117 - - 200
SER - Milwaukee Aprit 1988 - - 3 7 1
Btanly Tech November 1885 - | 8 | 1 2 | es
Total Auguet 1865 228 170 138 K 733
SOURGE:  Tabulations fram the JOBSTART Enrollmant Foms.
. Nd:l'Eé: Sinca the Job Corps Cevters 1n Atlanta, Los Angales and Sacrmanto and the Basic SkilLls Acadsi

'ln No\v York had not started random as@igment as of July 31, 1988, they are not inctuded in this tablas

A dash indicates that s &ite was not echeduled to do rendam assigment during a given quarter.

-109-

142



Although most of the programs do not expect to compiete enroliment in
less than a year, it 1s nonetheless apparent in Table 6.1 that some sites
may fall significantly short of the resruitment goal of 200 eligibie
youths. At one site, a lack of open slots has constrained enrollment.
However; for most, slot capacity has not beén a major factor in explaining

the slow pace of program enrollment. To speed up the process, several

sites have redesigned their recruitment efforts occasionally by changing
methods but; more frequently, by adding new outreach methods. In addition,
staffing and other resources have sometimes increased. In short, the level
of effort has intensified.

In programs with "rolling" enrollment == that is, youths enroll when

classroom slots are open -~ it has been particularly difficult to gauge
the amount of lead time and staff needed to bring in an adequate number of
youths: Staffs in these programs have increasingly recognized the level of
work needed to maintain a constant flow of applicants, particularly at the
beginning of a recruitment drive. The initial step involves substantial
effort to build the program's visibility among youfhs'and their communi-
ties.,

In fashioning their recruitment strategies, JOBSTART program oper-
ators faced several challenges. First, operators have had to locate and
inform ' target population that is widely dispersed: that is, they do not
gather each day in a centralized location, such as a school. Second, the
recruitment message has to be attractive to young people who are known to
be somewhat skeptical about programs, as well as about their own ability to
learn in an educational setting. Dropouts are also, as a group, "turned

off" from school, and a relatively intensive, long-term course of education
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combined with training may not appeal to them. Finally, because the target
audience for the JOBSTART recruitment message 1is poor and unemployed,
immediate income is often the greatest need.

In the following discussion of recruitment strategies, thé two sites
with the longest experience are ﬁiéhiighﬁedi Connelley Skill Learning
Center in Pittsburgh and Corpus Christi SER. Other sites are descrived i
less detail. The discussion centers on the staff responsible for recruit-
ment, their methods of disseminating information, and the content of the
JOBSTART message.

1.

The organization 65é?é£16§ the JOBSTART program does not always have
the responsibility for recruiting youths: Table 6.2 shows that; in one of
the 12 programs (the Connelley Skill Learning Center); the SDA took on the
primary responsibility for JOBSTART recruitment. At three other éiies

(CREC in Hartford, the Milwaukee and Corpus Christi SER programs); program
operators shared responsibitity with the SDA; because that agency =- in

recruiting for a broad range of programs funded by JTPA -- informed youths
about JOBSTART.

Relatively few staff members were assigned to recruitment tasks:. Even

outreach resources. Only two of the programs (Allentown in Buffalo and the
Phoenix Job Corps Center) have assigned staff members to work exclusively
on recruitment. The otheér program opérators with full or partial responsi-
bility either delegated it tc JOBSTART staff who also had other adminis-

trative or counseling tasks, or hired new staff in temporary positions as
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TABLE 6.2

AGENCIES INVOLVED IN THE RECAUITHMENT, JTPA CERTIFICATIioN AND ENROLLMENT

OF JOBSTART ELIGIBLE YOUTH, BY TYPE OF AGENCY
(AUBUST 1885~JULY 1886 SANPLE]

Agancy -
- JOBSTART -
8itse Progranm Oﬁgggfgf ] SDA

Allentown
Rscruituent
JTPA Certification
Testing for Reading Levsl
Enrol lment

X X X X

CET
B§§?D[fﬁbﬁf X
JTPA Certification X
Testing for Reading Level x8
Enrol lment X

Chicago Commons
Recruitmant X
JTPA Certification , X
Testing for Reading Level X
Enrollmant X

Connst tey

- Rscruitment X
JdTPA Certification ) X
Teating for Reading Level X
Enrol tmant X X

CREC
Racruitment : X X
JTPA Certification ] X

Testing for Reading Level X
Enrol lment b's

East Lihs
Recruitment X
JdTPA Cartification ) X
X

Testing for Reading Lavel

Enrollmsnt X
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 8.2 (continued)
_ Ageney o
o JOBSTART )
Sits _ S ____Progres Opesrator 8DA
EBOS -
Recruitment X
JTPA Certificetion X
Teeting Tfor Reeding Level X
E€nrollmant X
EL Centro
Rescrui tmant . X
JTPA Cesrtificetion ) X
Testing for Reading Level X
Enrolilment X
Phosnix Job Corpe®
Recrui tment X
JTPA Carsification X
Testing for Resding Level x'
Enrollment X
SER - Corpus Christi ,
Recrui tment X X
JTPA Certificetion X
Teesting for Reading Level X
Enrollment X
BER - iil;éégi; B B
Recruitment X X
JTPA Certiftication X
Testing for Reeding Leval X
Enrol lment X
Stenly Tech )
Rocrui tsent X
JTPA Certificetion R X
T.ttjpa for Resding Level X
Enrotiment X
BOURCE: Incerviews with JOBSTART progrem opsrators snd BDA etaffe.
NOTES: ®At CET snd Phosnix Job Corps: enrollass are tested for resding

Level after rendom essignment.

7blp§lihihtu ot Proenix Job Corps must mest federal oligibility

stendsrds for Job Corps.
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recruiters. The people résponsible for recruitment usually had had prior

experience in youth outreach or programming.

No matter which o}ganization conducted recruitment, staff members used
several methods simultaneously to reach out to youths, their families, and
low-income neighborhoods more generally. At most of the sites, these
methods included: letters followed by phone calls or visits. (or some other
sequence of the three); fliers included with welfare or Summer Youth
Employment Program checks; fliers and posters distributed in public
settings; public service announcements on radic and telévision stations;

advertisements in church bulletins and newspapers (often community papers);

and presentations to the staffs of a wide variety of community agencies.
Staff involved in recruitment have targeted the youths directly (by
letters, phone calls and visits) and indirectly (through publicity targeted
to low-income communities).

Information collected at random assignment about how applicants first
heard about JOBSTART indicates that the JOBSTART program was most frequent-
19 the source of program information, with one-third of the youths learning
Other sources mentioned less frequently were friends and relatives, print
and electronic media, and JTPA staff members. (See Table 6.3.)

experience of the two programs that completed the enrollment cycle, as well
as interviews with staffs at other sites, provide early indications of

methods that seem most helpful. In general, it was found that recruitment
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TALE 6.3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SQUACES OF RECRUITIENT FOR THE JOBSTART RESEMAMI SMALE, BY 8ITE
(AGUST 1885 ~ JULY 1866 SAMALE)

. | Pooentx| G- | S|
Al}gn- Chicago Gpgpel- East EL | Job | Carpus Hi!!gr- 8tanty

Bouroes of Becruloeort | coun | GET (Coswens | Loy | GREC | LA | ES06 | Contro | Corpe | Chrtuti| ke | Tech | Total

-+ _ ~ o _
Joosart Progrs | B9 | R | 00 | 03 | &7 [ G0 | 768 | 14 | M | s | @8 | a7 | 2

Friond/fatatives | 984 | 165 | 168 | 8B | 57 | a8 | o | s [ 10 | %0 | tee | %2 | a7

E@ii 27;? G 50;0 i@;@ 2.0 17.4 3.7 3[3.@ 06 | &0 8.1 30 | o7

JPA 00 | 00 ) 00 |48 | 00 00 | 00| &0 | %0 | 0.0 | @9 | e | 66
Other B0 62 | OO [ 20 [ 00 | 67 | 00 | 00 | 86 | 00 | 146 | 182 | 0.0 | 26
Justice Systan 00 | 00 [ oo | 48 | 00 | o0 | %8| WO 00| 05| 00| 18 [ 07
Othsr Goverment | _

Agorcy g0 | et | 83 | 07 | 67

Other 0 | 00 | 00 | oo | 29 | 00 00 | o0 § o | o8 | o0 | 00 | 0y

V4 | 29 B8 | G0 | 06 | 00 | %8 [ &8

—STT~

smpadze | u | o | 6| w| s |le [ele| alaw|n| s |m

NOTESs  Calculetions fron the JOBSTAT Enrol Leent Forms,
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appeared to be more efficient if it was targeted to the eligible youths
&irectiy =< for example, if‘iﬁaieiaﬁéié on a list of dropouts were mailed
letters or phoned -- rather than if contact was of & more general nature,
as, for example, in falking to groups of youths at street fairs or play-
grounds. Even more important than the wLathod used was the ability to
follow up on contacts and the level of effort expended. Sites using
relatively similar and standard methods had different degrees of success,
suggesting that commitment, the intensity of the recruitment campaign, and
its timing are often key to success.

The cooperation of other agencies is often needed to identify a large

Chicago, Albemarle and Los Angelés provided important assistance in
supplying lists of dropouts. Whén the timing of JOBSTART classes allowed
it, staff targeted dropouts working in JTPA-funded Summer Youth Employment
Programs (SYEP), a large pool of potentially eligible youths: This was the
case in Pittsburgh and Chicago. SDAs were able to help programs by supply-
ing computerized 1ists of dropouts enrolled in SYEP. Social service
agencles in some cities also included information about JOBSTART in their
mailings of public assistance checks.

Given the amount of cooperation nééded to coordinate personal outreach
and generzl publicity, early planning -- well in advance of the expected
start-up of random assignment == appearéd to be an essential factor: The
Pittsburgh and Corpus Christi JOBSTART programs prepared work plans cover-

ing the entire recruitment period and carefully adhered to the projected

schedules. Both sites started several months before enroliment efforts

needed to begin, and, during this period, at least a few staff members were
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ment plan. For example, SDA staff in Pittsburgh began work on recruitment
in May 1985 and expected to conduct random assignmént in August: Corpus

Christi SER began outreach efforts in July 1985 for classes that began in
Uctober and November. Once recruitment began, staffs in Corpus Christi and
Pittsburgh worked full-time and often evenings and weekeénds if these were
the best times to contact youths. Their level of commitment to recruitment
effort, sustained over several months, was necessary to bring in the
targeted number of youths before classes started.

3. Creating a jﬁﬂSiﬁRT Outreach Message

The recruitment message varied across sites. Overall, it had not only
to describe the program accurately, but also appeal to dropouts. The
message delivered depended on what services were offered at the sites.

Programs known as occupational skills providers tended to emphasize
that training could lead to a good job, since staff believed that the value
of education in obtaining jobs was not all that clear to youths. On the
other hand; education providers and multi-service vendors gave educational
services as much emphasis as vocational training and the prospect of a job.
Some sites that provided needs-based payments and financial or non-monetary

rewards also publicized these:

The research required that eligibility be determined prior to random

assigmnment to the research sample. Many applicants did not complete this

process, have the right documents, or for other reasons were disqualified.
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At one site, the ratio of applicants to youths randomly assigned was as
high as 6 to 1. -

Figure 6.1 'p’béSétji;S data gathered by SDA staff involved in the intake
process for JTPA-funded youth programs in Corpus Christi, including the
JOBSTART prograp, and shows the fall-off of youths at each step in the
process. In this funnel, the stream of recruited youths narrows as some
are lost or eliminated along the way. Although thé number and order of

site, the process is the same in all JOBSTART programs.

The ycuth fall-off is in some part due to a 1lack df_éppﬁd'priaté
documentation for JTPA certification, reading levels too low or too high
for the youths to qualify for the prograr, and, simply, the youths' loss of
interest in participating. The funnel steps are discussed below.

1. Elisibilite Determirati

The JOBSTART program guidelines specify that youths enrolled in the
demonstration be educationally and economically diéadvantégéd dropouts
between 17 and 21 years of age who lack a GED or high school diploma.
Dropout status is defined according to the accepted local standard. For
example, in Milwaukee, youths had to provide a letter from the public
school system verifying that they had left school. In general, the
criterion for educational disadvantage was reading competeéncy below the
eighth-grade level as established hy a standardized, nationally-accepted
test.9 This ievel frequently serves as the entry requirement for skills
training classes. Because a variety of standardized tests were used to

establish eligibility, experimentals were retested shortly after program
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FIGURE 6.1

INTAKE FLOW IN THE CORPUS CHRISTI JOBSTART PROGRAM

1200 y : * \Inguiries
\ \ _4Concerning
. - _~[arpa
—~— l - / Services
t
l
950 7 * Y Applicants for
< l -4/ JTPA Services

- v J/ Total Certified Eligible

769 7
(80.9%) = . -~/ for JTPA Services
495 g { ~/ total Dropouts Certifiea
(52.1%) e — —
414 v Total Dropouts Tested
(43.6%)
360 Total Nunwe of JOBSTART
(37.9%) Eligibles
200 — I >/ Total Rrandomly Assigned
(21.1%) v for JOBSTART

SOURCE: Tabulations from the records of the Corpus Christi SDA:
NOTE:  Percentages are calculated as a proportion of the total number of
applicants for JTPA services. o
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entry using a uniform baseline instrument; the Test of _Adult Basic
Education (TABE):10 An additional reason for administering the TABE after
program entry was that reading tests were not included in the eligibility
detertiination process at a few sites: 1!

Economic disadvantage was defined by the standards for eligibility for
services under JTPA.12  Youths also have to meet any other reasonable
criteria established by program operators -- such as indicating an interest
in participating in both occupational training and educational services.

Screeéning takés place during interviews by JOBSTART staff members
conducted as part of the intake process. ' In these interviews, staff
members talk to applicants for 10 to 15 minutes to explore the youths!
interests and to identify any issues that have to be resolved before
program participation (such as child care or a court appearance). Staff
also explain that; because JOBSTART 1s a demonstration; participants will
be selected through a process that resembles a lottery: (Most sites have
not tried to explain this in mass advertising materials designed for
outreach.) In general, this appl’cant screening resulted in only modest
fall-off.

However, program operators that receive funding under JTPA have to
also ensure that their enrolléés méeét JTPA age, income and residency
Job Corps eligibility ecriteria.l3 A great deal of appiicant Ffail-off
occurred during determination of whether these criteria were met. As seen
in Figure 6.1, 81 percent of the applicants in Corpus Christi appeared
eligible for JTPA servicés. Only 52 percént were dropouts who came through

the whole eligibility determination process and were certified as elizible
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for JTPA services;

The SDA held responsibility for determining eligibility for JTPA. 1In
some cases; youths went to the SDA office, but in others, SDA staff carried
out the certification at the JOBSTART program offices. At Some sites, the
SDA delegated determination of JTPA eligibility to the program operator.
Although the JOBSTART operators and SDAs provide lists of required docu-
ments, applicants frequently appear for certification without all of them.

Several appointments are sometimes scheduled before certification 1is
completed; especially for youths whose parents are reluctant to help them
provide the needed information or documents.

Substantial fall-off was also caused by the reading competency test.:
Quite a few of the tested youths are determined ineligible because they
score above the eighth-grade level or below the levels used to establish
eligibility at several of the sites.15 Thirteen percent of the applicants
tested in the Corpus Christi éifé had reading scores that disqualified them
for JOBSTART:. Although testing sessions are held frequently, as often as
weekly, unless youths apply on the day testing is scheduled, they have to
return. Many have several appointments, and some who are re-scheduled
never show up: (See Table 6.2 for the staff responsibile for testing at
different sites:)

At sites where the process was lengthy or involved, eligibility deter-

mination probably served as an unintended screening mechanism. Youths with

little perseverance or capacity to organize their 1ives often simply
stopped showing up. Thus, it is not surpt-ising that enroliment proceeded

slowly during the earlv phase of JOBSTART, given the attrition as well as
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previously.

2.  JOBSTART Enrollment

process comparable to a 1lottery, usually at the time of their first

interview with program or SDA staff when their eligibility status may not
have been clear. Once eligibility was &ei;erminéd; however, the discussion
of random assignment was extensive  and included going over a formal
informed consent form before obtaining the youth's signature. After the
applicant agreed to random assignment and the research interviews, the
JOBSTART Enrollment Form was filled out by program or SDA staff, using
information provided by the youth:

conducted. Youths entering the experimental group were told to report to
classes or, in the case of some of the JOBSTART programs, to an orientation
session. Applicants assigned to the control .. oup were reminded that they
were part of the research and would be contacted later; they were also told

that they could seek services elsewhere on their own.

Table 6.4 shows the characteristics of youths who were randomly assign-
ed in the first 12 months of program operations. As expected, they are a

very disadvantaged group.
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TALE 5.4

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE JUBETART RESEARCH SAMALE
AT THE TIIE OF ENROLLIENT, BY SITE
(AUGUST 1985 = JULY 1686 SAMALE) .
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TILE 6,4 {conti nued]
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TABLE 6.3 [continmd]
SOURCE:  Calculations frow the JOBSTART Enrol Lesnt Farns.
NOTES:  Dietributions may not add exactly to 100.0 percent because of roundings

®Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because individuals could heve hed more then ons kind of prior @aployment, coutd

rently be raceiving mora than ope typﬁ of benafit, or could have received prior occupational training from more then one 8ource.

b.. . . [ - - ) S . S,
For selected characteristices sample 8ites may vary up to 18 sample pointe due to miesi ng data.
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The majority of the sample members are black or Hispanic. The aver-
age age is 19. Only slightly more than one=third had reached or completed
the eleventh-grade before dropping out. On average, sample members ended
their schooling as tenth-graders. Two-thirds of the sample had been out of
school for at least eight months when random assigmment began in 1985. At
program entry, the average grade level for reading was 6.8. (See Table
6.5, which provides the distribution of reading scores for members of the
experimental group from a ..niform baseline instrument.)

Sample members had had 1ittle opportunity to learn marketable skills,
functions: Over 70 percent of the youths randomly assigned through July
1986 had had no prior vocational training: Approximately 39 percent had
never held a regular or even a subsidized job:

Although one-third of the members of the = .mple have children; most
have never married. Over 60 percent were living with at least one parent

when they entered th:: program: The majority of youths (58 percent)
received some sort of government assistance -- cash or in-kind -- either
directly in their own name, as in the case of General Assistance, or as
part of . family unit that recejves benefits under government-sponsored
prograr.  Approxima’sly 20 percert received payments from the Aid to
Familis: ith Dépendent Children (AFDC) grogrez inm their own names

Table 6.5, which divides the sample into yeuny men 34d women, reveals
‘nterésting differences in ethrictiy, marital #%atva, number of children,
i~-eipt of AFDC and related benefii:, vocasisnal triining and work exper-
ience. More women tha.. men in the ssmple wéra black (W4 percent and 34

percent, respectively}, wheress fewucrr of iI: women than the men were
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SELECTED CHARACTGRISTICS OF THE JOBSTART RESEARCH SAMPLE

TABLE 6.6

AT THE TIME OF ENROLLMENT; BY SEX

(AUGUST 1885 - JUNE 1886 SAMPLE)

Characteristic

Ressarch Group (X)
Control
Expsrimaentatl

Age_ (%)
16-17
18
18
20
21

Average Age (Years)

Ethnicity (X)
#hite
Bleck
Hispanic
Other

Marital Status (%)
Never Married

Marrieds Living with Spouse
Hagrisdi Not Living with
Spouse

777777777 Widowed
School 6rade at Time of
Dropout (%)

6-8

8

10

11

12
Average Grade &t Time of
Dropout
Last Ysar in Schoot (%)

1977-1979

1880

23.7
27.3
18.2
17.3
13,5

Qi@ e
N Lo
L ]
N W S

10;0

O A3 ediad
@ 0 )0 ad O o> abdl
L ]

.
@ MM H W

NIW NI
@iDied Ui
. L ]
[=REARE. NN NP

-b i
o
Py
o

NN
Mied QIO ad 'l
L ]
O omnNwsN o

23,
25.
20,
18.
13,

18,

[ AREANE
TignNWwiol
L]

,EI
11,
20,
22,
23,

7.

W IN |

O« oI ~ | NI OIN @

~

~Nie|

OINIOI al

1
[
o
0

t

168

(eontinued)



TABLE 8.8 [continued]

Characteristic Male | Femste | Total

Resson for ELigibility (%)
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Hispanic (42 percent and 53 percent, respectively): Somewhat more men than
women had never married (91 percent vernus 85 percent) and the men were far
less likely to be parents. More than 50 percent of the women had at least
one child as compared to less than 15 percent of the men. Approximately 36
percent of the women had their own AFDC case compared to U percent of the
men, and substantially more indicated that they lived in households receiv-

ing Food Stamps:

jobs, the women were even less prepared than the men. Although similar to
men in the grade in which they had dropped out == on average, the tenth
grade -- the women were less likely to have had voecational training while
in school. Slightly more than three-quarters of the women had never had
never held a job -- almost half of the women compared to slightly over one-

quarter of the mens

As discussed above, staff involved in outreach for the JOBSTART pro-
grams found that the process of recruitment and enrollment took longer than
anticipated. The need to develop and maintain a flow of eligible appli=
cants and to randomly assign an adequate number of youths to the research
sample was a major challenge in the start-up period. In addition to
attrition, several factors appear to have affected the pace of these
activities.

First, as discussed earlier, some of the JOBSTART operators were known

in their areas as providers of training to adults. They consequently were

~132-
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more experienced in recruiting that population. These operators had to
change their images in these communities and let it be known that, through
JOBSTART, they were going to be providing services for young dropouts. It
took time to get Eﬁéf message across, One program operator, CREC in
Bartford, also had to reach out to a new community == in this case a new
neighborhood and ethnic group -- when it moved from an area in which it had
established a soiid reputation.

Second. in some cases, limited outreach and recruitment strategies, as

well as staff time; help explain the silow pace of enrcliment: JOBSTART

sites with rolling enrollment have found it particularly difficult to gauge
the effort required to maintain an appropriate flow of applicants. It has
even been difficult to determine the appropriate number of applicants,
since the attrition rate was so high betweer application and random
assignment.

A third issue -- commitment to the JOBSTART program -- is related to
staff resources. Because Eéiéﬁi&éi? few people worked on recruitment, less
than full commitment on the part of even one recruiter —- or a key staff
person in the SDA or other referral agency -- could reduce applications.
’lihough this was rarely a problem, when it did ocour; it was often related
to a new program procedure, such as random assignment. In such cases, time
was needed to develop an understanding of what was required from staff.

In addition, the site at which the JOBSTART program operates appears
to influence recruitment. Where a numbér of youth programs operate
simul taneously =- as, for example, in Milwaukee -- recruitment in JOBSTART
is somewhat more difficult and therefore takes longer: While JOBSTART has

distinctive features, it takes time for the youths to distinguish JOBSTART
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from other available options.

Aecording to staff, the condition of the labor market also affected
the amount of time and effort required to meet recrultment goals. Some
youths reportedly decided not to apply to JOBSTART in order to take jobs in
2 eas with strong labor markets: In contrast, labor markets with fairly
will not find jobs even at the completion of JOBSTART's training.

In summary, an examination of the experience of JOBSTART sites &thus
far reveals that intake has géﬁé?éiii been slower than originally
envisioned. MoSt of the program operators underestimated the time and
level of effort that would be required to recruit sufficient numbers of
dropouts who read below the eighth-grade level. Although qualitative data
suggest that some phdéréﬁ. operators have been 1less resourceful and
conscientious ‘than others in disseminating information aboat JOBSTART, the
somewhat protracted enrollment schedule in JCBSTART cannot be compléetely
attributed to insufficient efforts.

Rather; recruiting a minimum of 206 youths who will meet JOBSTART'S
narrow eligibility criteria is difficult and will involve contacting a much
larger number of youths than will ever eventually enroll. As this chapter
has shown, although a fairly large number of youths are interested in and

actual random assignmeéntS appears to be as high as 6 to 1: Thus; the level
of enrvllment in JOBSTART at this early point should not be taken as a
statemer:. of a lack of intérest on the part of youths who hear about the

program.
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APPENDIX A
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The Allentown/A.E.L.E.Y. Youth Services Consortium has provided em-

ploymeit services to youths since 1974: Allentown operated the first CETA

Program in Buffalo an? remains the area’s largest contractor for JTPA=

funded youth programs, *:wving about 400 youths annually. Approximately %0
to 50 percent of those served are dropouts. Allentown offers in=house

educational, employability development and direct placement services as
well as counseling and other training-related support services. The Center

subcontracts with occupational training vendors including colleges,
proprietary schools and private;, nonprofit organizations. In June 1985,

Allentown became a Comprehensive Competencies Program (CCP) Learning Center
site. The couwputer-assisted ccp curriculum, also used at three other

JOBSTART sites, provides self-paced, compecency-based instruction on an
open-entry/open~-exit basis.

Kllentown began random assignment of youths into JOBSTART in June

-1986. JOBSTART students receive a minimum of 15 hours per week of academic

instruction in addition to individual and group counseling and other pro-

gram support, including career exploration assistance, needs-based pay-

ments, transportation assistance and job survival skills training. Day-

care and mental health services are available through a referral network.
___ Allentown operates a sequential JOBSTART program: Participants up-

grade their basic skills until they meet the entry requirements of an

occupational skills ¢raining courSe in the career area that they have

Seiected under the guidance of Allentown staff. However, depending upon
needs and circumstancss, academic and vocational instruction can be offered

concurrently to some participants.
_____JOBSTART at Allentown is paid for by JTPA Title IIA funds allocated

through the local JTPA agency and by JTPA 8 percent set-aside funds awarded

through the State Education and Employment Demonstrations (SEED) progruan of
the Department of Education of New York State.

__ The Basic Skills Academy is a private, nonprofit alternative educa-
tion program with a national reputation for providing effective basic aca-
demic and world-of-work training to approximately 400 disadvantaged high

school dropouts from the five boroughs of New York City each year:
__ The BSA began operating a pilot phase of JOBSTART during the fall and
winter of 1985-1986 under a contract with the New York City Private
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Industry Council. Under different funding arrangements, the BQA entered
the full demonstration when it began random assignment in October 1586,
Formerly part of the Division of Community Services of the Bank Street
College of Education, the BSA moved to new quarters in mid-August 1986 znad
now - operates under the ausp-ces of the_ Literacy Assistance Center ( AC)

Youth Services. Under the LAC, the Academy operates JOBSTART as its single

program . service. The educational component features the Comprehensive

Competencies Program (CCP) curriculum, described ir the profile of the

Allentown site.  Occupational skills training slots for the BSA's

sequential JOBSTABT program  will be provided by the New York City

Department of Employment skills uraining contractors.

The Mayor's Office of Youth Services provides funding for JOBSTART as

well as managerial oversight. Additional funding is provided through . the

SEED program of the New York State Department of Education. The Chase

Manhattan Bank is the corporate sponsor for JOBSTART at the BSA.

Part of a federation of centers located in six western states, the San

Jose Center for Employment Training (CET) is the largest and has 20 years

of operating experience, CET programs are targeted to a high-risk popula-

tion composed predominantly of Chicanos and migrant workers. Thirty

percent of the 775 enrollees are youths. Most of these youths are eligible

for JOBSTART. CET began to participate in the demiunstration in November
1985.

The major focus of the CET program offered to JOBSTART participants is

occupational skills training for such positions as electronic technician,

auto mechanic; and “secretary. Basic skilis instruction is tailored to each

occupational area and integrated into the total training program which is

individualized in approach: English as a Second Language (ESL) and GED
instruction run concurrently with skills training when appropriate. CET

also operates a Montessori school with developmental child ecare which is

open to the children of JOBSTART enrollees.

Support for the JOBSTART program comes from CET's diversified funding

base which includes state 8 percent educational set-aside funds from the

California State Job Training Coordinating Council and JTPA Title IIA

funding awarded by the 1local SbA: The state 8 percent educational

set-aside funds; totaliing $50,000, have been used to support a full-time

coordinator position and to augment support services.

The Chicago Commons Association is a private, nonprofit community—

based organization with a 90-year history of providing a variety of ser-

vices, including job training, delinquency prevention and community energy



conservation programs to residents in low-income neighborhoods of Chicago.

Approximately 20,000 people are served annually through the Association's

five soclal service centers.

. Chicago Commons' Industrial and Business Training Program offers job
training in high-demand occupations through intensive 6- to 9-month classes
in industrial and clerical areas for positions such as automatic screw

machine operators, plastic injection mold setters; packaging machinery
mechanics, industrial inspectors and word processors; In consultation with
employers, curricula are developed and modified as the employers' needs

change. Training at Chicago Commons combines competency-based instruction

with hands-on experience. Imstruction in basic academic skills is tailored

to each occupational area and integrated into the occupational skills

curricula;

777777 Since training programs at Chicago Commons were designed primarily for
adults, Chicago Commons agreed to make adaptations to serve JOBSTART-eligi-
ble youths., JOBSTART participants are provided with special counseling,

work maturity workshops and 10 additional hours of academic instruction

each week:  In addition, JOBSTART participants -- as weil as other

enrollees at Chicago Commons -- receive need-based payments and other

support services available through the JTPA system:. Random assignment to
JOBSTART began in March 1986.

___ Funding for JOBSTART comes from both the city and state JTPA systems:
The Mayor's Office of Employment and Training is paying for the skills
training. The Illinois Department of Commerce and Community Affairs (DCCA)

is providing $114,000 of JTPA 8 percent funds for counseling and support
Ty ‘ees,

The Connelley Skill Learning Center is Pittsburgh's Area Vooational

Technical School (AVTS); a civision of the Pittsburgh Public School System.

The Center serves approximately 1,006 people per year including adults and
in-school youths as well as young high school dropouts. To be eligible to
attend Connelley, one must be at least 17 1/2 years old and a_Pittsburgh

resident: Connelley provic.. occupational skills training in 28 fields as

well as basic education and GED preparation. The Adult Basic Education
staff supplement traditional classroom approaches with computer-assisted
instruction using Computer Curriculum Corporation (CCC) materials.

Tutorial assistance is also available:

When JOBSTART random assignment began in August 1985, Connelley became

the first operational site in the demonstration. Each day, participants
combine four hours of vocational instruction with two hours of academic
instruction. JOBSTART participants have enrolled in 16 of Connelley's 28
Skill areas, including data entry, clerical skills, electrical occupations,

auto technology, plumbing and masonry.
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An ad-hoc advisory committee composed of representatives from the

school; the Allegheny Conferenice on Community Development (ACCD), the

Private Industry Council and the City of Pittsburgh as well as community—

based organizations has worked. to develop the JOBSTART program in

Pittsburgh: The committee also developed a mentoring compOnent in which

local emponers are matched with JOBSTART students who are training in

similar occupational fields.

AGCD has also been instrumental in providing and helping to raise

private funds for incentive payments tied to attendanee and perfbrmance.

JOBSTART operating costs are paid for by 8 percent education 1inkage funds

from JTPA as well as funding from the State Department of Education and the

Pittsburgh Board of Education:

CAPITOL REGTON EDUCATION COUNCII
The Capitol Region Education Council (CREC) in Hartford was. created in

1981 in response to the city's. bnrgeoning dropout problem, estimated to be

close to 50 percent: CREC serves 1local .school districts by brokering

services to encourage and develop cooperative educational programs. Its

Work and Learn Center; where JOBSTART is run, provides 17- to 21-year old

economically disadvantaged high school dropouts with academic remeclation,

pre-employument trainiﬁg and work internships: The Center serves about 325
students each year.

The JOBSTART program at CREC is sequentigtwwitn_gagggfg@pca§;9nai

instruction preceding occuﬁational skills training. Occupational skills

training is provided through an arrangement with local training vendors and

employers; including the Connecticut National Bank; the Hartford College

for Women; the Urban League and the Greater '~ ~tford Community College.

Between the educational and occupational compe: nts, JOBSTART participants

may enter short-term internships to gain work experience in their skilil

area, CREC began to integrate the Comprehensive Competencies Program (CCP)

into its academic remediation program shortly before JOBSTART random assign-
ment began in April 1986.

. CREC meets its JOBSTART budget using several sources; including
locally awarded JTPA Title IIA funding as well as funds from the Hartford
Foundation for Public Giving and from Jobs for Connecticur Youth: The
Aetna Life and Casualty Foundation provides corporate support for

Hartford's JOBSTART site.

1t ig located 1n,a predominantly Hispanic area seven miles from downtown
Los Angeles. Each year the Center provides educational and occupational
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tra’ning services to approximately 500 students, 200 of whom are econom-

’2ally disadvantaged youths. The Center operates on an open-entry/exit
basis:

~ JOBSTART random assignment began in May 1986. Once assessed by a
counselor, JOBSTART participants follow an individualized skills training
and. educational plan that guides them through the Center's pPre-employment,

work maturity, basic education and vocational curricula.  Occupational

skills training and basic education instruction ocour simultaneously.

Enrollees can receive skills training in office occuvations; auto and

diesel mechanics, VCR installation and repair, industrial machine opera-

tions, and other occupations in high demand in the labor market. All

skills trai:: ng is competency-based in approach.

The academic component features a Los Angeles School bistrict Learning

Laboratory with GED preparation and high school diploma sequences. English
as a Second Language is offered for those who need it. Supplementing the
educational curricula is a support service system that provides child care,

transportation, counseling, and, in some caseS, meals and financial
assistance.

_The bulk of the Center's funding comes from public sources, most

notably the Los Angeles Unified School District, which also provides
in-kind support. JOBSTART receives locally awarded JTPA 8 percent funds
and 8 percent funds awarded directly through the states The Atlantic

Richfield Foundation is the corporate sponsor for the Center.

__The Job Training Center (JTC) of El Centro Community College is part

of the Dallas County Community College District. The JTC has a history of
targeting its employment training and educational services to economically

disadvantaged youths and adults and serves over 500 people a year.

In March 1986, when random assignment began, the El Céntro Site became

the second JOBSTART program in the State of Texas. Participants upgrade
their academic skills in a program that provides individualized, com-
petency~based instruction in mathematics, reading and writing, soclal

studies and science. As soon as they are academically ready, students

receive hands-on vocational/technical training in one of the fcllowing

areas: accounting/ bookkeeping; air conditioning and refrigeration service,

automotive service and repair, cable TV installation and technology, data
entry and general office occupations.  Individualized counseling is
availahle throughout enrollment in JOBSTART: A Life Skills course covers a
range_of topics, including pre-employment skills, personal budgeting and
sexuality.

The City of Dallas SDA supportz skills treining and the basic educa-

tion component and provides nceds-lasei payments for JOBSTART participants
from its pool of J7PA 8 percent funds. The Texas Department of Community
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Affeirs committed an additional $125, 000 of JTPA '8 percent funds. The

tributions to JOBSTART, and the Atlantic FRishfield Foundation is the
corporate sporlisor.

o Located in downtown Denver, the Emily Griffith Opportunity School
(EGOS) has served adults in the Denver metropolitan area since 1916. Under

the supervision of the  Division of Continuing Education and Hanpower
Training of the Denver Public Schools; EGOS offers training in over 350
subjects to over {5,000 students annually.

~ EGOS began operating JOBSTART in April 1986. JOBSTART participants
recc..ve academic instruction &@nd occupational training concurrently. The

basie math and readiug prcgrams are geare2 toward attainment of a GED or

high school diploma. EGOS features individualized instruction, and all

pirogram areas are open-cntry/exit.

Si“,y community ~dvisory committees, comprised of representatives from
over 500 Colorado f .8y meet regularly to review and improve vocational
curricula at EGOS. The occupational skills training areas available to

JOBSTART youths include: food management and production, auto vody repair

and auto mechanics, business data nrogramming, elel .ronies technology,

refrigeration/heating mai ntcnance and ,secretarial skills. = JOBSTART

participants also receive individual and group coanseling, work readiness

and 1ife skills training, and transportation and child=care payments,

The collaborative effort to fund JOBSTART involves several state and

local agencies, including the Denver Employment and Training Administra-
tion, the Governor's Jobs Training Office, the Denver Public Schools, and
the American Telephone and Telegraph Foundation.

SER-JOBS FOR PROGRESS. INC: Corpus Christi. Texas

The SER-Jobs for Progress, Inc. affiliate in Corpus Chr*sti has bean
providing skills training since 1965. ~ In May 1985, the City of Corpus
Christi  awarded SER a JTPA contract to provide remedial education and
vocational skills training in high demaﬂd occupations to high schorl

dropsuts. and poorly-pcrforming high school graduates. The local initiative

became part of the JOBSTART - demonstration. in -October 1985 ﬁhen random

assignment began. Additional funding is provided through the Texas

Department of Com.xnity ‘Affairs, which awarded $128,000 to SER out of the

JTPA 8 percent f = s reserved for coordination with education programs.

Bducational instruction and skills training are run concurrentiy at

SER. The educational program. incorporates computerized instruction (using

the PLATO system) as well as pencil and paper exercises. Training is

offered for positions as typists and account clerks as well as in auto
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mechanics and auto body paint und repair. Suppoi't services include

needs-vased payments; individualized counseiing, child care provided at
another SER facility, ani incentive awards based on academic performance.
More specialized social services can be arranged through referral to other
community agencies. <The Texas Employmr -~ Commission has responsibility for

Job development and placement.

The Milwaukee affiliate of the national SER-Jobs for Progress program

was organized iz 1373 to serve the city's growing kispanic sopulation.
Although the agency's primary focus is the Hispa:iic communitv, services are

Provided tv a broad-based constituency inciuding blacks, Asiz: s ind whites:
__ _ SER currently provides basic skills inmstruciion, trainiug in English
as a Second Language, counseling and direct piaccment to youths and adults
as_well as tryout employment; vocational skills training and child-care
services.

At SER, the two major components of the JOBSTART moi:él, education and

skills training, are delivered sequentially. SER first enrolls JOBSTART
participants in its basic academic skiils or GED preparation classes; both
.of which utilize the computer-assisted Comprehensive Competencies Program
(CCP). Participants who pass the GED exam or raise their basic skills to a
level that meets the entry requirements of ekills training courses then
enter vocational training. Courses in clerical oceupations (receptionist,
clerk/typist ar ' word processing) are available on=site at SER.  1In
addition, an a;  gement with the Milwaukee Arsa Technical College (MATC)

allows partics -3 to enter courses in a wide variety of occupational
areas. :

Because SER operates : . an open-entry/spen-exit basis; youths eligible

for JOBSTART are precruited and randomiy ass-gned as slots become available
in basic education or GED prenaration classes. Random assignment began in

April 1986.

Counselors meet with JOBSTART ‘enrolless on a regular basis and are

available to help youths cope with problems as they arise. SER is also
able to provide part-time work experience positions tc some JOBSTART

participants as an incentive tu regular attendance.

Funding for SER's JOBSTART program is provided through the agency's

contract with the Milwaukee County Executive Office of Economic Resource

Development; the JTPA adminiStrative agent for the city.

Located 30 minutes east of Charlotte, Stanly Technical College is

f‘ﬁiiy accredited by the Commission on Colleges of the Southern Assceiation
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of Colleges and Schools and is one of t : major recipients of JTPA funding
from the Centralina Council of Govermnments and the Centrclina Private
Industry Council. JOBSTART random assignment began in November 1985:

. JOBSTART participants are provided with human resources deveiopment
(counseling; life skills ‘and employability development), basic educaticn

preparation) and occnpationai skilis training. At Rtaniy Technlcal

College, JOESTART operates sequentially with the human resources develop-

ment and educational programs preceding the occupational skills triining.

Training in electro-mechanical maintenance and electronic data entry are

available to JOBSTART partiecipants. The North Carolina ﬁepartment of Labor
has accredited the electro-mechanical training course as a Fre-Apprentice-
ship Training program. Through a systen of individual referrals; youths
interestéd in ﬁéchihist, éntd ﬁééhéﬁiés, ﬁéldihg,aﬁd ﬁéspiﬁdtbﬁy téchhiéiéh

JOBSTART'S funding is a collaboration of JTPA and educational
resourcés. Thé Cénurélihé Ldﬁncil of Governments - the JTPA afministra—

gnd,hu@an resougce develgpmgnt eomponents”through Title IIA of JTFQ The
North Carclina Department of Community Colleges' award of over $90, 000 of
<TPA 8 _percent education funds supports thé,élegtro—mechanical,training,
These funds are suppleuented by state, federal and local educational
revenues.

By mutual _agreement with the Manpow:r Demonstration Research
Corpo atlon,ﬂstaqu Technical College withdrew from the research effort in
the fall of 16386, largély beécausé of difficuitiés assoc:ztéd with
recruiting the required number of youths in a rura. anvironment.

o

771h§,ppn-residential components of four Job Corps Cenfers particigate
in JOBSTART -~ in Atlanta, Los Angeles, Phoenix and Sacramento. JOBSTART
partiecipants recéive the same education, skills <{raining and s3upport
Services as other JobL Corps enrollees, but do not reside at Job Corps
Centers,

Shortly after enrollment JOBSTART youths enter the Occupational .

Explcration Program (OEP) phase of the 3ob Corps program in which youths,
with the assistance of a vocational counselor, sample the types of skills
training offered by the Centers.i At the completion of the OEP, JOBSTART

youths are assigned to a particular skills area, which matches their

abilities and interests. Both the education and occupational skills

training components are open-entry/open-exit and self-paced. FEducation and

skills training are organized according to an individualized plan.
~143~

182



JOBSTART participants also receive world-of-work and 1life skills

instruction; and have access to Job Corps support services, such a day care

and recreation facilities. They receive medical exams and medical and
dental treatment; if needed. Gradvated psyments are given to participants

who meet specified attendance and performance standards during their stay
in the Job Corps.

Funding for the Job Corps comes from Title IVB of JTPA.

The Atlanta Job Corps, operated by the Management anc “rzining Corpor=

ation, provides a mix of educational approaches including computer-assisted
learning as well as traditional classroom methods. Vocational skills
training prepares youths for entry into fields such as culinary arts, word
processing, other clerical work, building maintenance and health. About

half of the 191 non-residential slots of the Atlanta Job Corps will be used
for JOBSTART youths. JOBSTART random assignment began in August 1986.

LOS ANGELES JOB

__Operated by the YWCA of Los Angeles, the Los Angeles Jjob Corps Center

is the fifth largest Job Corps Center in the nation and one of the oldest.

Half of the 750 corpsmembers are non-residents and half sre female. The
Centrzl Cowntown facility offers JOBSTART to non-residential Corps members

as do three non-residential satellites in East Los Angeles, South Central
Los Angeles and San Pedro: Random assignment to JOBSTART began in August

1986.
In Los Angeles, JOBSTLRT partici.ants enroll in occupational skills

training programs -onducted by the iob Corps Center itself or may be
referred to the public educationai srstem in the community. On-3ite

training programs include an extensive business education program as well
as building maintenance;, off-set printing; culiuary arts; licensed

voca. :wnal nursing and nursing assistance programs.

sponsor for the Los Angeles JOBSTART program and is exploring training

opportunities for youths in telemarketingz.

_The American Telephone and Telegraph Foundaiior is the corporate

The Phoenix Job Corps Center 15 operated by Eﬁéij§g§§§§é Economic

Development Corporation under contract to the U.S. Department of Labor.
The Center has the capacity to serve over 400 youths, roughly equally
divided between residential and non-residential components.  Eligible
applicants are recruited on an ongoing basis and enrolled as slots become

available. Random assignment of non-residential Corps members to JOBSTART
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began in June 1986,

As at the other Job Corps sites, JOBSTART partieipants "eceive ~sie

educe ton instruction concunrentiy “with occupational skil;s train- "

maintenance,;,retail Sales; bookkeeping and eIectronics assembly. i

addition, JOBSTART 3Zouths at the Phoenix site are: eligible for union—

Sponsored courses that prepare trainees for pre-apprenticeships in the
building trades.

) The American Telephone and Telegraph Foundation is a corporate sponsor
of the JOBSTART program at the Phoenix Job Corps Center.

The Sacramento Job Corps Center is operated by the Singer Educational

Division of the Singer-Link Corporation. The Center serves approximately

275 residents and 120 non-residents per year. JOBSTAXT random assignment
began in October 1986.

~_As at the other Job Corps sites, JOBSTART participants spend approxi-
mately two weeks in assessment and life ~kills groups in which they match
their interests and aptitudes to vocatior.. training options: Upon comple-

tion of the assessment phase, they begin vocational skills training and
besic skills 5daéétion' thé amount of time devoted to each component

At the Sacramento Job Corps Center, vioti.nal Eiaiiiﬁg_;§W§gf§§§afgﬁ
26 ureas including heavy equipament operatic » “andscape maintenance and en-
gineering, surveying, medical transcriptic.; ‘w-ie health aide, carpentry,

auto body and fender repair, plastering, photo osrfset lithography, word :ro-
ctessing, culinary arts and computer operations and repair: Worid-of-work
and life skills instruction are also part of the preparaticn for jobs

within the Job Corps.
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7.
8.
9.
10,

11.

14,
15.
16.
17.

A e
As of January 1987, 15 sites remain in the JOBSTART demonstra-

tion. By mutual agreement with the Manpower Demonatration

Research Corporation, Stanly Technical College, loeated in

Albemarle, North Carolina, withdrew from the research effort’

largely because of the difficulties associated with recruiting

the required number of youths in a rural enviromment.

. Betsey et al., 1385, p. 24. CETA wes the predecessor

legislatico to JTPA.

Hahn and Lerman, 1985, p. 97.

. Betsey et al., 1985,

. Job Tra;ning Longitudinal Survey Researﬂ. Advisory Panei,

198<.; “his approach has . subseqvently bec.; adopted by the

bepartment of Labor in its planzed evaluation of the JTPA
system

All data in this paragraph are drawn from UYs:S: General
Azcounting Cfflce, 1986 pp. 5~13.

Hahn and Lerman, 1985, pp. 2-7.

Rees; 1986, Table 1, p. 615.

Levin: July 1985.

Sum et al., 1986.

National Alliance of Business, 1986, p. 2; and Hahn and
Lerman, 1985, pp. 7-8.

Hahn and Lerman, 1983, p. 7.

Information provided on p- 6 of ﬂYouth 2000. Challenge and

Opportunity,” a fact sheet pre~ ced by the Hudson Institute
for a conference of that title .jonsorsd ' the Department of

Labor and the National Alliance of Buuouess, June 10, 1686,
Sum et ail.; 1986, p. 3:

Betsey et al.; 1985, p. 8.

Walker et al., 1985; and Cook et al., 1985.

Walker et al., 1985; and Cook et al., 1985.
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18.

19.
20.
21.
22.

23.

6.

27.

28.

The f4s. : -4 nr% the 5030 Youth Alternative in Boston;

BHRAGS '‘ruoaiyne “aiitai. Ralph and Good Shepherd) in

Brooklyn; Baww Si: . daric Skilis Academy in New York City;

the Connellisey "¥jl% Learning Dentér tn Pittsburgh; and the
Center for Empl-yre.t Training in Son Jose.- The findings from
the pilot phasé =r- pirovided in Redmond, 1985,

Borus, 198%.

Betsey et al., 1985; and Hahn an¢ Lérman, 1985.
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1980.
Farkas et al., 1984.

Public/Private Ventures, 1983.

Mallar et al., 1982;

In this report, the term "remedial education" is used in a

broad sense to indicate that a target population of poor

readers is in need of or receiving some kind of instruction in

basic education to bring them up to expected levels of

£ tainment. It is not used in its more technical sense to

refer specificaiiy to educational programs geared to GED
instruction for youths who have attained a 7.5 reading level.

Mallar et al.; 1982,

Hork experience is an allowable activity under JTPA) but

unless certain conditions are met, the entire cost (including

wage payments) is ccnsidered to be a participant support cost.
No more than 30 p#rcent == and generally no more than 15 per-
cent -- of program funds can be spent on support costs. Work

experience can be billed to training under the following

conditions: when it is limited t< six months and when it is

combined with classroom or other training.
Walker et ai., 1985, p. 22

i

: f&!&iéi_ﬂéiiiiéf; Vol. 51, No. 22, February 3, 1986, p. 4249.

1986. The rates are based on the number of participants who

have been terminated from the program, not the total number of
enrollees.;



3.
4,

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
11,
15.
16.
17.

18.

See Chapter 1, Footnote 27.

Walker et al., 1935; Cook et al., 1985, and National Alliance
of Business, 1985.

The - findings from this survey conducted by the Brandeis

University Center for Human Resources are reported in "What's

Happening to Title II-A ~Funding?" in ; Winter

1986, a newsletter published by The Center for Human Resources

and the National Association of Private Industry Councils,

. U:S. Department of Labor, May 1986, pp. 6-7.

U.S. General Accounting Office, 1985, p. 10. The study

examined enrollees in service delivery areas that had also

been prime sponsors under CETA.

Thke prcgram year 1984-1985 standards are provided in fgﬂg:gl
Register, Vol: 49, No. 22, February 1, 1984, p. 4054. Actual

perforaance data ‘are reguiarly updated by the Department of

Labor; The performance data on program year 1984 included

here were published by the National Alliance of Business in

8, Technical Report Is. 4, March 3, 1986, p.

1'

Walker et al.; 1985, pp. 62-63.

U.S. Department of Labor, May 1986, Tavle B=1.

drinker Associates, 1986, pp. vi-vii, 74-75.

Cook et al., 1985, Chapter 6, pp. 24-26; and Walker et al.,
1985, p. 21,

Walker et al., <985, p. 22.

Walker et al., 1985, pp. »2-23, 28,

U.S. General Accounting Office, 1985, p. 19.

Grinker Associates, 1986, pp. 66-68:

”he JTPA rerformance standards are actually adjus*ed twice at

the lc¢e:al level: once in the b-, .-nning of the program year for
pPlanning purposes, and again at the end of the year to tzke

into account actual enrollments and demographic factors.

In a performance-based ébﬁtbééi.”gyiiggglgeqtftq contingent

uper: the attaimment of s=pecifiec performance ﬁbjeetivoe, such

as enrollment levels, nrograr comp*etion rates, COmpetency
lev-is, placement rates and average entry waige rzies. 2

=150

Foa
o
o0



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

cost-reimbursement contract, in contrast, is not tied directly

Grinker Associates, 1986, pp. 54-55, 62.

See, for example; National Associziic~ «f Private Industry
Councils; January 71986. A General Ac...ating Office study on
the use of employnernt competency systems in JTPA 18 scheduled
for release in early 1987.

An amendme:r - ' JTPA enacted in the fail of 1986 (P.L. 99-%96)
requires S: "z i establish a remedial education component in
their Summ:: “:'.%h Employment Program.

Grinker Associates, 1986, pp. 69=70.

T

. As explained in Footnote 1 of Chapter 1, as of January 1987,

15 sites remain in the JOBSTART démbnstration.

The Basic Skills Ac~demy operated JOBSTART as a_ pilot program
with JTPA funding provided through the New York City PIC
during the winter of 1985-1986. The fill demonstration phase,
which began in the fall of 1986, is operated without local
JTPA funding, however.,  The reasons for this change are
discussed in detail in Chapter 5.

. New York State Education Department; p. 2.

California State Job Training Coordinating Council, Youth
Subcommittee, Octcber 1985.

o

. Youths who enter skills training at the sequential sites are

encouraged to continue in the education classes if staff feel
that they would benefit from additional assistance.

Milwaukee SER offers one occupational training class on-site
-- clerical training; the other sites have no training

component on-site.
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2.
3.
g,
5.

T
8.

CET in San Jose was offéred Separate entered employment rates
for youth and adults, but preferred one overall rite in its

contract with the County of Santa Clarz.

This point is also discussed in Grinker ASocizt¢s, 1986, pp.

29-33; 40, and 117=119.
U.S: Department of Labor, Jus: 1586, pp. H-3, H=10.

See, for example, Manpower Lemonstration Research Corporation,

1980; Wolfhagen, 1983; Gueron, 1984; and Quint and Riccio,
1985.

Initially, performance-based contracts roid only for training

that resulted in placement in a training-related job. A 1981
émendment to the JTPA legislation expanded the definition to
apply as well to other activities that resulted in a youth's

positire termination.

The New York City JTPA system dou:s, however, earmark 8 percent

monies for basic education programs which allow for a longer
training cyele than that in the Basic Skills Academy's
contract. Officlals suggest that this would be a more

appropriate source of funding for programs such as JOBSTART.

CEAPTER 6

. A few program operators did not have extensive experience in

recruiting youth target groups. Connelley Skill Learning

Center, Corpus Christi SER, Emily Griffith Opportunity School,
Chicago Commons; CET and Sianly Technical College tradi-
tionally have served more adults than youths. In addition,

EGOS has generally developed recruitment campaigns ounly for
special programs.

BéfSéY et éi.g 1935, p: 8.

Diaz et al., 1982, p. 47;

Diaz et al., 1982, p. UB:

Dlaz et al., 1982, pp. 54-55.

. See, for éXémpie, Walksr et al.; 1985

U.S. Departient of Labor, May 1986, Appendix Table C-3.
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10.

11.

12.

14,

lists for entry into particular skills training courses.

, However, in order to eliminate fewer patential JOBSTART

enrollees, the criterion for reading competency yas made more

eligible forg random assignment to demonstrate a Level, of
~eading competency between the eighth and ninth grade levels.

Reading eompetency levels as measured on the TABE may not be
identical tov levels obtained on othér standardized tests used
in the eligibility determination process.,

The Job Corps Centers,and the Center for Employment Training

do not zdminister reading tests to applicants prior to random

assignment.

grams under Title II c? JT (both Parts A and B) must be

belation to family sia is not in excess of the higher of

either the poverty levei esvablished by the federal Office of

Management and Budget w7 T0 percent of the lower 1living stan=

dard income Ievel. "o considered economically disadvantaged

state or local progn_ﬁs, Food Stamp recipients° foster chil-

dren receiving statz or local govermment cash support; and

handicapped adults “hose own income meets economically disad=

vantaged criteria butrwhose family income might not, Under
Part A of Title II of JTPA -- but not Part B, which covers

summer youth programs -- up to 10 percent of the partieipants

may be considered eligible regardiess of income if they face

specified barriers to employment: Examples of such irdivid—

uals include, but are not restricted to, those who have

limited English language proficiency; displaced homemakers,

school dropouts; teenage parents; handicapped older workers;

veterans; offenders; alccholics; and addicts: Applicants for

regular JTPA youth programs must be 16 through 21 years of
age.

those establishing elibiiity for services under JTPA. In

addition to meeting the income standard, applicants for the

Job €orps must be 14 through 21 years of age. In order to

participate in the dJob Corps, young peopIe must need the

educational; training; or intensive coanveiing services as

provided by the Job Corps in order to secure and hold ,obs or

to pursue further training and education through other
inst*tutions.

However, not all the prcgram operators prequired that ali
individuals applying for JTPA services prorvide proof of
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weeting each criterion. Some prequired that only a certain

percentage of those certified as eligible provide documenta-
tion., The type of documentation required also may vary. For

example, until the spring of 1986, the Dallas SDA required an

original birth certificate as proof of age, although other
SDAs accepted a variety of documentation:

Programs that established a lower boundary of reading compe-
tency in determining eligibility Ffor JOBSTART services used
competency at the fifth grade 1level as the eligibility
nflocrn, ' ’
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